ASPECTS OF ANCIENT GREEK CULT 
CONTEXT - RITUAL - ICONOGRAPHY 


Edited by 
Jesper Tae Jensen, George Hinge, Peter Schultz 
and Bronwen Wickkiser 


Aspects of Ancient Greek Cult 


Aarhus Studies in 
Mediterranean Antiquity 
(ASMA) 


VII 


ASMA is a series published by The Centre for the Study of Antiquity at 
the University of Aarhus, Denmark. 


General editor: George Hinge 


The Centre is a network of cooperating departments of Classics, Classical 
Archaeology, History, and the Faculty of Theology. The objective of the se- 
ries is to advance interdisciplinary study by publishing proceedings and 
monographs that reflect the current activities of the Centre. 


Aspects of 
Ancient Greek Cult 


Context, Ritual and Iconography 


Edited by 
Jesper Tae Jensen, George Hinge, Peter Schultz 
and Bronwen Wickkiser 


ASPECTS OF ANCIENT GREEK CULT 
© Aarhus University Press and the authors 2009 


Cover by Jesper Tae Jensen and Michaelis Lefantzis 

Illustration: Votive relief NM 1332 (National Museum, Athens). Large photo: the 
Doric Stoa in the Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope of the Akropolis. 
Typeset with Minion 

Printed in Denmark, 2009 


ISBN 978 87 7934 664 2 
ISSN 1399 2686 


Aarhus University Press 
Langelandsgade 177 
DK-8200 Aarhus N 


www.unipress.dk 


White Cross Mills 

Hightown, Lancaster, LAT 4XS 
United Kingdom 
www.gazellebookservices.co.uk 


PO Box 511 
Oakville, CT 06779 


www.oxbowbooks.com 


Published with the financial support of 

The Aarhus University Research Foundation 

Concordia College, Moorhead, MN, USA 

The Danish Research Agency, Ministry of Science 
Department of Classics at Gustavus Adolphus College 
College of Arts and Science at Vanderbilt University 

The Centre for the Study of Antiquity at the University of 
Aarhus, Denmark 


This book is dedicated to all the wonderful people who have ever worked on 
the Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope of the Akropolis 
— above all Alexandros Mantis, Petros Kalligas and Luigi Beschi. 


Contents 


Jesper Tae Jensen, George Hinge, Peter Schultz and Bronwen Wickkiser 
Preface 7 


Jesper Tae Jensen 
Introduction 9 


Lisbeth Bredholt Christensen 
“Cult” in the Study of 


Religion and Archaeology 13 
Richard Hamilton 

Basket Case: 

Altars, Animals and Baskets on Classical Attic Votive Reliefs 29 


Bronwen Wickkiser 


Banishing Plague: 

Asklepios, Athens, and the Great Plague Reconsidered 55 
Vanda Papaefthymiou 

Der Altar des Asklepieions von Athen 67 


Michaelis Lefantzis and Jesper Joe Jensen 

The Athenian Asklepieion 

on the South Slope of the Akropolis: 

Early Development, ca. 420-360 B.C. 91 


Peter Schultz 
Divine Images and Royal Ideology in the Philippeion at Olympia 125 


Tore Tvarne Lind 
Music and Cult in Ancient Greece: Ethnomusicological Perspectives 195 


George Hinge 
Cultic Persona and the Transmission of the Partheneions 215 
Index 237 


Contributors 245 


Preface 


Jesper Tae Jensen, George Hinge, Peter Schultz and Bronwen Wickkiser 


Near the end of this labor, only one final matter remains. It is the most pleas- 
ant of all tasks involved in producing this book. Namely, to thank the people 
involved. There have been many wonderful people committed to this proj- 
ect; without them this project - both the 2004 conference and the present 
book - could never have been completed. 

First, for making the conference in Aarhus, Aspects of Ancient Greek Cult, 
such a great success, we would like to thank the hosts of the conference, the 
Centre for the Study of Antiquity and the Department of Classical Archaeol- 
ogy, University of Aarhus. We would like to express our deepest gratitude in 
particular to Lise and Niels Hannestad of the Department of Classical Archae- 
ology, University of Aarhus, for all their support and for helping to make this 
conference possible. We also wish to express our deepest thanks to the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Classical Archaeology, Lilian Svenningsen, for her 
constant assistance with all practical matters, and to the technician at the 
Museum of Ancient Art, Steffen Ledet Christiansen, for his assistance in every 
circumstance imaginable. To Stine Birk Toft, who assisted everyone before 
and throughout the conference, we owe a special debt. 

Thanks also go to the core of the conference, the speakers, for making the 
colloquium such great fun. Throughout the conference, their professionalism 
and good cheer made all the administrative duties much easier for Lilian, 
Stine, and Jesper Tae Jensen, the principal organizer of the conference. Fi- 
nally, we are thankful to the participants and the attendees of the conference; 
without their fantastic questions, helpful comments, and suggestions our 
papers would not be what they are. 

For financial support of the conference, we are grateful to the Danish 
Research Agency, Ministry of Science, to the Aarhus University Research 
Foundation and not least to the Elisabeth Munksgaard Foundation. Our 
gratitude also goes to the fantastic wine shop Viticole Den Blà Port and Café 
RIS RAS Filliongongong, both in Aarhus, for providing energy - coffee, wine, 
beer, and other delicious fuel - to our brains during the conference. 

The completion of this book owes much to the talents and assistance of 
various individuals and organizations. Thanks to Benjamin Millis, Acquisi- 
tions at the Blegen Library, American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 
for assisting us in finding numerous articles and books. 


We would also like to thank Craig A. Mauzy, Photographic Department, 
Agora Excavations, the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, for 
providing the photo used in Richard Hamilton’s article; to Director, Dr. 
Nikolaos Kaltsas and Eleni Morati, both of the National Archaeological 
Museum at Athens for providing the photo used in Michaelis Lefantzis’s 
and Jesper Tae Jensen’s article; and to Director, Dr. Wolf-Dietrich Niemeier 
and Oliver Pilz (Fotoabteilung), both of the Deutsches Archäologisches In- 
stitut, Athens, for the permission to use the photo (Neg. Nr. : NM 642) for 
the cover of the book. 

We are deeply grateful to the staff at the Aarhus University Press, espe- 
cially Director Claes Hvidbak, Editor Sanne Lind Hansen, and English edi- 
tor Mary Waters Lund for all their support in and commitment to producing 
this book. Thanks also go to Catharina Linneballe, Christina Videbech, and 
Jens Evald Vandel for bringing photos from Athens, and a special thanks to 
Amalie Skovmeller for providing much needed help with the photos in 
general. 

For financial support of this book we would like to express our deepest 
gratitude to Concordia College Moorhead, MN, the Department of Classics 
at Gustavus Adolphus College, the College of Arts and Science at Vanderbilt 
University, the Danish Research Agency, Ministry of Science, Aarhus Uni- 
versity Research Foundation, and the Centre for the Study of Antiquity, 
University of Aarhus. 

Finally, regarding the technical details: We have used the abbreviations 
set forth by the Guidelines of the American Journal of Archaeology (with the 
exceptions of ARG = Archiv für Religionsgeschichte, ArchEph = Archaiologiki 
Ephemeris, and DNP = Der Neue Pauly). There is little consistency among 
scholars today in the spelling of Greek words and names in English. As a 
general principle, we, the editors of this volume, have opted for the Greek 
form (e.g. Apollon, Asklepios, and Strabon instead of Apollo, Asclepius, and 
Strabo). However, in certain familiar names (like Plato, Piraeus, and Delphi), 
we have followed the Latin tradition for the convenience of the reader. 


This book is dedicated to all the wonderful people who have ever worked 
on the Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope of the Akropolis - above all 
Alexandros Mantis, Petros Kalligas and Luigi Beschi. 


Introduction 


Jesper Tae Jensen 


The articles in this volume are based on an international conference entitled 
Aspects of Ancient Greek Cult, which took place 9-10 January 2004 at the Cen- 
tre for the Study of Antiquity and the Department of Classical Archaeology, 
University of Aarhus, Denmark. The conference was organized as part of 
my Ph.D. program in the Department of Classical Archaeology at the Uni- 
versity of Aarhus. Nine scholars working within the fields of architecture, 
classical archaeology, classical philology, history, musicology, and religion 
participated. The broad title for this conference reflects my intention to bring 
together innovative and diverse approaches to the study of ancient Greek 
cult, particularly those that combine the study of material culture with both 
textual and epigraphical evidence. 

The purpose of the conference was two-fold. First to establish a network 
among young scholars who deal with ancient Greek cult from different 
disciplines and countries. Second, to let these young scholars discuss their 
ideas under the guidance of Professor Richard Hamilton, and then develop 
these discussions as articles. 

The present volume contains revised versions of seven of the papers given 
at the conference. The paper by Hedvig von Ehrenheim, “Incubation Areas 
in Pagan and Early Christian Times," will be published in the Proceedings 
of the Danish Institute at Athens, volume 6. The addition of the article by 
Vanda Papaefthymiou, archaeologist of the Athenian Asklepieion, was an 
obvious one since her work encompasses material discussed in several of 
the conference papers. 

Each participant was given free rein regarding the length of their papers, 
and the editors have not altered their arguments. It is, of course, the editors' 
hope that these eight articles will offer a fresh look at various aspects of 
ancient Greek cult. 

This book begins, as did the conference, with Lisbeth Bredholt Chris- 
tensen’s penetrating article, ““Cult’ in the Study of Religion and Archaeol- 
ogy.” Since cult was to be the focal point of the conference, I asked assistant 
professor Christensen to explore the definition and use of this term within 
various branches of scholarship. Whereas 'Cult' is not a term widely used 
in the field of Religion, it is popular and proliferate in the disciplines of 
Ancient History and Classical and Prehistoric Archaeology. Christensen 
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suggests that the divergence in its use is due largely to the social focus of 
ancient history and archaeology in contrast to a focus on texts and literature 
in the study of religion. 

The article by Richard Hamilton, "Basket Case: Altars, Animals and Bas- 
kets on Classical Attic Votive Reliefs," uses a statistical approach to analyze 
the relationship between altars, animals and baskets together with worship- 
pers and deities. He demonstrates that groups of worshippers can be found 
in two-thirds of all the votive reliefs, and altars in almost half, while animals 
on votive reliefs can be found in only a quarter, and baskets in only an eighth. 
Hamilton concludes innovatively that the basket is an attractive visual com- 
plement to the animal but in no way essential to the offering represented by 
the votive. 

The next four articles present new material and ideas about individual 
sanctuaries. The first three investigate the Greek healing god Asklepios and 
his sanctuary on the South Slope of the Athenian Akropolis, followed by a 
detailed study of the Philippeion at Olympia. 

Bronwen Wickkiser's article, "Banishing Plague: Asklepios, Athens, and 
the Great Plague Reconsidered," questions long-held assumptions about 
why Athens imported the cult of Asklepios from Epidauros in 420 B.C. Al- 
though ancient sources are silent about the cause, scholars have long argued 
that plague in the years 430-426 B.C. was the most immediate factor prompt- 
ing the importation. Wickkiser points out, however, that the lag between 
these events renders a direct cause-and-effect relationship dubious at best, 
and goes on to argue that the nature of ailments Asklepios is known to have 
treated — chronic ailments, not fatal ones like plague - also makes the god 
an unlikely candidate to have cured Athenians of this epidemic. These ob- 
servations open the door to the possibility, if not the likelihood, that in the 
context of the Peloponnesian War, factors unrelated to physical health alone 
prompted the importation. 

In "Der Altar des Asklepieions von Athen," Vanda Papaefthymiou gives 
a brief overview of the Asklepieion and a history of its investigation. Her 
focus, however, is the results of new excavations conducted during summer 
2001 in and around the so-called altar. Papaefthymiou presents the pottery 
from nine small pits and suggests that some of these pits were used for 
planting. 

Michaelis Lefantzis and I re-study the architectural history of the 
Asklepieion in "The Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope of the 
Akropolis: Early Development, ca. 420-360 B.C." We argue that the original 
Asklepieion of Telemachos was founded on the east terrace and was de- 
signed around a central monument that scholars today identify as an altar. 
We, unconvinced that this monument is indeed an altar, date the earliest 
phase of this structure to 418/7-416/5 B.C., and identify at least four distinc- 
tive phases of construction. In this article the first two construction phases 
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are investigated in depth after a careful description of the foundations 
belonging to Phases I-IV. 

In “Divine Images and Royal Ideology in the Philippeion at Olympia” 
Peter Schultz re-examines Leochares’ famous portraits of Philip II and his 
family that were installed in Olympia after the Macedonian triumph at Chai- 
roneia. Three primary questions sustain the paper. First, what is the chron- 
ological relationship between the portraits and the architecture of the Philip- 
peion itself? Second, how were the images arranged and what did they look 
like? And finally, what can the answers to these questions tell us about the 
function of the Philippeion and role the building played in Philip’s pan- 
Hellenic agenda. Schultz's analysis reveals a number of startling conclusions. 

The final two articles move beyond specific sanctuaries to focus on broad- 
er contextual issues such as music and ritual. Tore Tvarne Lind's contribution, 
"Music and Cult in Ancient Greece: Ethnomusicological Perspectives," in- 
vestigates the limits of our historical and musical imagination. The article 
touches upon theoretical, socio-cultural and historical issues, and argues for 
interdisciplinary and creative approaches to the study of ancient Greek 
music, including recorded musical reconstructions. Lind sketches how the 
field of ethnomusicology is valuable to the study of music in ancient Greek 
culture and cult; he considers the impact of cultural understanding, iden- 
tity processes and postcolonialism on modern perceptions of ancient music 
and ritual. 

In the final article of the book, “Cultic Persona and the Transmission of 
the Partheneions," George Hinge argues that the partheneions of Alkman 
and Pindar were not written for single occasions. Rather, the personal names 
occurring in these songs were generic role names, or “cultic personae." Both 
internal and external evidence indicate that the girls were cast for these roles 
through the kinship structure. Combining literary testimonies and linguistic 
data, Hinge demonstrates that Alkman’s partheneions were part of a living 
cultic tradition, and that most of the poems were not written down until the 
Hellenistic age, presumably during the "Spartan Renaissance" under King 
Agis and King Kleomenes. 


“Cult” in the Study of 
Religion and Archaeology 


Lisbeth Bredholt Christensen 


Scholars of religion currently study "religion," “ritual,” “ritual practice," 
"myth," and "narrative" in different forms, both theoretical and empirical. 
"Cult," however, is rarely studied nor is it used as a descriptive term as an 
object of study. Of the few scholars who do use the word, most are edu- 
cated theologians. They apply the term to Israelite, early Christian or Hel- 
lenistic or Old Norse contexts — in other words, contexts related to the Near 
Eastern worlds.' Among sociologists, the term has acquired its own meaning 
(see below), not related to a traditional definition but linked to the classifica- 
tion of religious communities. In other academic disciplines such as archae- 
ology (prehistorical and classical) or ancient history, scholars are less reticent 
when speaking about "cult." In fact, it is more common to refer to "cult" (or 
"rituals" or "religious practice") than to "religion." In what follows, I will 
examine how "cult" is used in the disciplines mentioned above. Where, 
exactly, between "religion" and "ritual," is "cult" to be found? 


What is studied as religion? 


In the study of religion, “religion” is usually defined as people's relation to 
transcendent or supernatural powers.” This concept of religion mirrors the 
method by which religion is studied —that is, via texts. Supernatural or 
transcendent beings are only recognizable in language or text. The only 
reason we know a statue represents Zeus rather than any other older man 
is because the texts tell us that Zeus' attribute is a thunderbolt. Using the 
same logic, however, we cannot know whether the Venus of Willendorf 
represents a goddess or a "normal" woman because we have no linguistic 
context. Prehistoric archaeology is thus cut off from working with religion 
the same way text-based disciplines are. 

Like “ritual,” “cult” forms a pair with "myth" in what could be called a 
binary opposition. Traditionally, religion is characterized as consisting of 
myths and rituals. Which of the two came first and which of the two is the 
most important has been the subject of innumerable discussions. Fundamen- 
tal positions are represented by two of the "founding fathers" of the aca- 
demic study of religion: Edward Burnett Tylor and William Robertson Smith. 
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In Primitive Culture (1871), Tylor claimed myth is the most important element, 
with religion being basically a “belief in spiritual beings.” In his Lectures on 
the Religion of the Semites (1889), Robertson Smith claimed that the perfor- 
mance of rituals is the most important and obligatory part of religion, where- 
as belief (implied by myth, according to Robertson Smith) is secondary. 

According to “the myth and ritual school,” myth and ritual are linked in 
the sense that there is always a ritual connected to a myth and vice versa. 
Although this view has been criticized as being too rigid, it is still widely as- 
sumed that in some way the two complement each other: myth represents 
"the things said" and ritual represents “the things done." The study of ancient 
religion being basically a study of texts, it may sometimes be easier to study 
the myths (written down in texts) than the rituals (action that is now unob- 
servable). For this reason, much scholarship has been occupied with distilling 
rituals from mythical and other texts. This was the project of both the British 
and the Scandinavian myth-and-ritual-schools, which attempted to find evi- 
dence for rituals of fertility and sacred kingship in Greek, Biblical and Near 
Eastern texts. This has also been a declared aim in the study of Old Norse 
religion.” 

To sum up very briefly some of the more recent trends in the study of 
religion: first, myth has been “liberated” from an automatic connection with 
“belief.” This “liberation” is to a great extent the product of Classical studies, 
which have labored to show the differences between Greek religion and 
Christianity. Also, Classical studies have distilled Christian projections onto 
the Greek world, the concept of literal belief in the wordings of myths being 
one of these projections.* One of the aims of Classical studies from the begin- 
ning was that of "overcoming" Christianity, considered to be the last stage 
of religion on the way to a scientific view of the world, according to Sir James 
George Frazer.? Second, ritual studies have shown that although rituals may 
be meaningless in themselves, participation in them is not. Thus, Roy Rap- 
paport has investigated how participation in a ritual is tantamount to sign- 
ing a form of “contract,” taking the ritual seriously.° Third, under the influ- 
ence of speech-act theory (“words are deeds"), the study of religion has 
become more the study of "religion as practice" or "religion in action" than 
“religion as belief." While a “religion of the mind" disappeared with the 
dismissal of a theological approach, it is, however, now reappearing under 
the auspices of cognitive studies. 


Cult in the Study of Religion 


Whereas in the past 30 years both "religion" and "ritual" have been the 
subject of innumerable theoretical discussions about concepts and definitions 
in religious studies, the study of "cult" has led a life in the shadow. The 
discipline, together with many other disciplines in the humanities, has turned 
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to theory, method and systematics, and is at the same time largely turning 
its back on particularistic, descriptive, local studies. 

Both "religion" and "ritual" have been developed theoretically, as con- 
cepts, being more or less universally applicable. The relatively recent Guide 
to the Study of Religion? presents a catalogue of articles relating to a contem- 
porary academic study of religion. Concepts and terms such as "religion," 
"cognition," "gender," "myth," "ritual," "discourse," "culture" and "ideol- 
ogy” are all discussed at length. There are, however, no articles about “cult,” 
and the word does not appear in the index. The same can be observed in the 
Encyclopaedia of Cultural Anthropology, where there are no entries on cult 
and no references to articles on related topics. 

These two works represent a relatively recent trend where "cult" is not an 
issue in the study of religion. It was not always so. The standard encyclopae- 
dia of the study of religion, Mircea Eliade's Encyclopedia of Religion,!! likewise 
lacks a general overview of "cult" and likewise provides no general definition 
of the term. However, the entry "Worship and Cultic Life" introduces itself 
by proclaiming that it "... surveys the practical expressions of the religious 
life ... designed to introduce the diverse ways in which adherents of these 
traditions give concrete expression, both as individuals and as communities, 
to their ideas and beliefs.”'? Cult is seen as “ritual lived," and the entry pro- 
ceeds to detailed descriptions of specific religions: Judaism, Christianity, Is- 
lam, Buddhism and Hinduism and their primary rituals. Characteristic of 
these individual articles on particular religions is that each religion is de- 
scribed in terms of history and textual criticism, but with no overall com- 
parison or universalist claims. The description as such is loyal to adherents 
of the various religions. On Muslim worship and cultic life, we thus hear that 
",.. the cult of idols, the scorning of revelation, and the violation of duties all 
constitute a chronic disesteeming of God. Pagans do not esteem God duly ... 
By contrast, a true Islamic worship brings to God all that is due from human- 
ity in reverence, awe, submission, and obedience ..."? No analytic apparatus 
is at play when describing "cult". "Cult" is a concept that is used with "emic" 
descriptions. 

Remarkably different is the entry in the same encyclopaedia on "Ritual." 
In this article, the subject is a category, and as such, the issue is scholarship, 
its history, and suggestions as to how to classify ritual. The article discusses 
no particular religion but instead various kinds of ritual—transitory, sacrifice, 
prayer, etc. —as they have been generalized or defined by scholars: ^... those 
conscious and voluntary repetitious and stylized symbolic bodily actions 
that are centered on cosmic structures and/or sacred presences.” 14 Here we 
have a very "etic" description, perhaps not immediately recognizable to the 
believers of religions (i.e., outside of scholarly discourse). In this area we can 
speak of "pioneers" in the study of ritual, such as Henri Hubert and Marcel 
Mauss, Arnold Van Gennep, and Victor Turner, all of whom contributed 
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valuable models for classifying and understanding ritual. In the study of 
cult, no such scholars can be found. 

Instead, cult studies have largely been replaced by ritual analyses. The 
difference between the two consists in social vs. model-orientated critiques. 
“Cult studies” focus on social, historical, political, and economic aspects of 
worship: the role of diverse people, priests, expenses, prayers, local mean- 
ings. Cult studies may, to a certain extent, be diachronic in their perspective 
and focused on "the special case." Ritual analyses are model-orientated and 
focus on the synchronic and general "laws" of the rites in question: the ele- 
ments, stages and classification of particular rituals (e.g., transition, crisis, 
etc.). 

To take Old Norse literary sources as an example, there is hardly any 
information on religious practice. The result is that all ritual has to be recon- 
structed out of virtually nothing. What scholars look for and find, then, are 
not particular rituals specific to the Nordic culture, but rituals in a "model 
form,” mainly as initiation or sacrifice.^ Thus, whereas careful research 
seems to be able to extract a framework of ritual from, for example, the sagas, 
when it comes to the social organization, participants, economy, and para- 
phernalia linked to the rituals, these seem much more difficult to reconstruct. 
Consequently, "cult" is not a central issue for most scholars of Nordic reli- 
gion. The same applies to scholars of many other particular religions. 

In contrast to this general trend in religious studies, the fields of Near 
Eastern religions, Christianity and Classics have maintained an interest in 
social history and in the term "cult." Consequently, articles on cult can be 
found in Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart (RGG),'° Neue Pauly" and the 
Danish Gads Bibelleksikon.'® 


What is "cult"? 


"Cult" stems from Latin cultus, colere: cultivate, "tending" to both soil, edu- 
cation and, as in Cicero, the gods (cultus deorum, De senectute 56). Thus in its 
origin the word is not specifically associated with gods; however, via pagan 
as well as early and Medieval Christian practice, the meaning of the word 
has been transformed so that today it cannot be understood in isolation from 
a religious context. Until the 13th -14th centuries the Christian service was 
termed "cult." About this time, "Gottesdienst" was introduced in German 
and “worship” in English.” “Gottesdienst” and “worship” are today the best 
synonyms for "cult." Until 1916, Danish ministers for teaching, science and 
the church were named "Kultusminister," a term still in use, for example, 
in Germany. 

A rather broad definition of "cult" is found in RGG: "die Gesamtheit rel. 
Praxis im Umgang mit 'spirituellen' oder mit bes. Zuschreibungen verse- 
henen Wesen verstehen (z.B. griech., prot., isl. K)." Cult is here more or less 
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synonymous with religious practice, i.e., practices legitimized by and refer- 
ring to one or several transempirical powers. Consequently, what this defini- 
tion frames are “classical” cults such as those of Asklepios or the Virgin 
Mary. 

The Oxford English Dictionary? reproduces a popular, but outdated, ex- 
planation of "cult": “a particular form of system of religious worship; esp. 
in reference to its external rites and ceremonies." Cult is presented as an 
"exterior," opposed to a potential "interior," religiosity. The definition here, 
contrary to the one in RGG, seems also to presuppose that ^worship" may 
take place outside the "cult" (e.g., in more "introverted" forms, such as 
prayer, the writing of hymns or psalms, or life in correspondence with reli- 
gious rules). 

A somewhat narrower definition of cult is found in Gads Bibelleksikon: 
“the religious acts of a culture at a sacred place” (my translation).?! In this 
definition, a prayer during a service is cultic while a spontaneous prayer in 
a situation of crisis is not. Just as rituals can be both religious and non-reli- 
gious they can, according to this perception of the word, also be cultic and 
non-cultic. This definition also excludes from "cult" phenomena such as 
shamanism (the shaman can operate everywhere) and New religions (most 
New Age spirituality is independent of locale). Via an emphasis on "culture" 
and "sacred place," this definition potentially delimits "cult" to particular 
historical contexts, namely religions where space, locality (and territory) are 
important. Thus, with this definition we may say that cult arose only with 
the Neolithic where “place” and "border" became issues.” 

Der Neue Pauly specifies that a "cult" involves (a) an object or a referent 
of worship, (b) a time, (c) a place, and (d) a group of performers. Contrary 
to the study of rituals independent of their social context, as a system rath- 
er than a lived performance, “cult” in this instance clearly implies that the 
focus of the scholar is on the social aspects of the phenomenon. 

Within sociology, "cult" has acquired a particular use. Here, it is "char- 
acterized by a loose association of persons with a private, eclectic religios- 
ity.”” Cult has a negative relation to society: it “...does not claim to have the 
truth, and is tolerant of other groups."^* Entirely contrary to the foremen- 
tioned more "classical" definitions, cult is here connected to the private 
rather than the public. Focus also seems to be placed on experience and the 
individual rather than on the action and the object of worship, which here 
is absent. Cult has also been shifted to an almost de-institutionalized context. 
This sociological variant of "cult" seems rather confusing when compared 
to the more traditional understanding of the term. Although it is still used 
by some (e.g. Bell 1997), others avoid the term "cult," considering it to be 
outdated (from a time when the established church was viewed as the norm 
and all other factions viewed as outsiders). It is, however, the sociological 
version that underlies such expressions as "cult movie" (e.g., The Rocky Hor- 
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ror Picture Show or Casablanca), defined as “films that, in form and content, 
differ from mainstream films by being odd or ... exaggerated.”” The link 
between the sociological version of cult and the more "classical" definition 
seems to arise via "mystery cult." In Ancient Mystery Cults, Walter Burkert 
describes mysteries as being "of a voluntary, personal, and secret character 
that aimed at a change of mind through experience of the sacred."?6 

A final comment on definitions relates to Émile Durkheim who said that 
cult (1) always includes a reference to supernatural beings, and (2) is peri- 
odical.”” Durkheim thus specified that rituals connected with burials or births 
are not cultic because they are performed occasionally rather than regularly. 
On the other hand, rituals connected with ancestors are periodical and there- 
fore considered to be cultic. Durkheim's point of departure was the religion 
of the Australian Aborigines, thought in his time to be the most primitive 
and therefore a representative of Palaeolithic religion or the origins of reli- 
gion. By emphasizing the Aboriginal worship of ancestors as intense and 
cultic, Durkheim saw cult as part of the very most ancient layers of religion. 
Periodicity and concepts of regularity, according to Durkheim, are also found 
among the most primitive of peoples. These elements are of course obvious 
when it comes to agricultural and pastoralist societies but less obvious in 
hunter-gatherer societies.”® 

The convergence between Durkheim's periodicity and the understanding 
of "sacred place" in Gads Bibelleksikon is important.” It puts into question 
whether we can speak about cult before the Neolithic period. Calendrical 
systems, and therefore concepts of periodicity, have been demonstrated from 
the Upper Palaeolithic, dating as far back as 27,000 B.C.” Yet, hunter-gath- 
erers are characterized as focusing not on “place” and "territory" but on 
“markers” and "focuses."?! "Place" connotes space, gathering, and social 
events, characteristic for settled people (or hunter-gatherers influenced by 
a settled way of life), but not for a Palaeolithic lifestyle as we know it. 

Summing up, cult is generally viewed within a religious frame, as a 
collection of religious rituals, as less than "religion," but as more than 
"ritual." It is question whether cult was introduced already in the Palaeo- 
lithic, or whether it must be said to be a Neolithic and post-Neolithic phe- 
nomenon. 


Prehistoric archaeology 


Prehistoric archaeologists work with and from material culture and do not 
have linguistic sources at their disposal. From the mid 1950s, Christopher 
Hawkes' pyramidal paradigm reigned for several decades in the discipline: 
archaeology can speak about the technological level of prehistoric societies 
with relative ease, with less ease about the economic level, and with still less 
ease about the social level. Finally, prehistoric archaeology is least able to 
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say anything about the ideological and religious level of an early society.” 
Although it was the specific aim of New Archaeology to work with all levels 
of prehistoric cultures, in practice interest lay only in the first three levels, 
and methods and instruments were developed to study these.” 

In the beginning of the 1980s when Ian Hodder launched postprocessual- 
ism, the precondition of this new approach was that material culture is 
meaningfully structured. Postprocessualism's aim was to study "symbols" 
and “meaning” in the archaeological record and thereby reinscribe archaeol- 
ogy as an interpretive discipline.” Today postprocessualism is time-honored. 
The interest in symbols and meaning has led to an enormous interest also 
in the fourth field of Hawkes' pyramid: ideology and religion. Whereas only 
ten years ago few people worked with this, today the academic market 
abounds with publications on cult, rituals and religious practice from the 
Palaeolithic until the beginning of the historical period. 

A quick glance at both the titles and content of these publications reveals, 
as mentioned at the outset, that relatively few scholars write directly about 
“religion,” whereas many refer to “cult,” “rituals” and “religious practice."? 
The orientation towards practice is due mainly to the nature of the evidence; 
prehistoric material culture limits the study of religion to its expression in 
action. The terminology is not, however, a reflection of what the archaeolo- 
gists basically think about religion. Thus, to Sir Colin Renfrew, "... the essence 
of religion is some framework of beliefs."?? This attitude means (a) that 
Renfrew, and others with him, belong more to an intellectualist (Tylor) tradi- 
tion than a ritualist (Robertson Smith) one, and (b) that when Renfrew stud- 
ies prehistoric ritual as a reflection of religion, it is not because he thinks this 
is the essential part of religion but that it is the only part available. Renfrew 
studies ritual because he cannot study belief. From this perspective, prehis- 
toric archaeology does not consider itself capable of contributing fruitfully 
to the study of religion; rather, the discipline finds itself in a position of 
shortfall. 

The problem with most of prehistory is that we have no gods. This may 
reflect the actual reality that there were no gods at the time, or it may reflect 
our method of research: that because we have no texts we have no means of 
identifying images or figurines as gods. Although theoretically it is possible 
to speak about sacredness or religion and potentially also cult without the 
presence of gods (e.g., Buddhism), the usual way of verifying that something 
is religious is by the presence of deities or other forms of spiritual beings. 
On this basis, two decades ago Renfrew attempted to define "an archaeol- 
ogy of cult."?? Although he did not reach lasting conclusions, his study re- 
mains a serious attempt at reconciling archaeological material with religious 
theory. Introducing a new field of study, it also provides a new basis for 
criticism. By "cult" Renfrew understands that the belief system has found 
expression in action: "the system of patterned actions in response to religious 
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beliefs."?* The view expressed again here is that belief is primary and cult 
or ritual secondary, but also that myth and cult/ritual complement each 
other.”? 

Renfrew concluded that it is possible to detect evidence of only a very 
small proportion of all the rituals that actually took place in the past. Sig- 
nificantly, however, his project of defining an archaeology of cult failed. In 
order to recognize a cultic site, Renfrew considered it necessary that such 
things as sacred place, sacred building, divine images or expenditure of 
wealth were present.*°As such, the project was locked in tautology: in order 
to define a site as cultic, we need the presence of identified cultic material. 
Significantly, Renfrew considers “religious ritual" and “cult” synonymous.*! 
Their interchangeability implies that “cult” does not refer to a collection of 
rituals or a specific social focus on rituals; instead, it merely signifies “ritual.” 
In other words, the use of “cult” indicates a view of religion as divided into 
belief on the one hand and ritual on the other, and the possibility for archae- 
ology to discuss only the latter of the two. If Renfrew’s view applies to 
prehistorians generally, it can be said that the reason prehistorians prefer to 
use “cult” rather than “religion” is that they thereby avoid asserting some- 
thing about belief systems, to which they think they have no access. 


Classics 


Both Classical archaeologists and Classical philologists discuss cult, but tend 
to use “cult” synonymously with “religion” rather than with “ritual.” Thus, 
characteristicially, the title of the seminar in Aarhus was “Aspects of ancient 
Greek cult” (in the singular!) and not “Aspects of ancient Greek religion.” 
The preference on the part of Classical archaeologists to use “cult” rather 
than “religion” should be related to the fields of Classical philology and 
ancient history more than to archaeology as such. 

Where the point of departure of prehistoric archaeology has been the 
study of stratigraphy, technology and economics, the point of departure of 
Classical archaeology was originally art history combined with Classical 
philology.” Since material is often scarce for prehistoric archaeologists, they 
have been forced to include theory in their analysis. The amount of evi- 
dence, both material and literary, available to Classical archaeologists, by 
contrast, is overwhelming and has kept classicists from really entering 
theoretical discussions until recently.” Classicists are now exploring the 
relation between material and text on both a theoretical and empirical level. 
Because of the texts available, however, Classical archaeologists naturally 
rely upon Classical philology and borrow the latter’s terminology when 
relevant. 

It is therefore within Classical philology that the term “cult” should be 
sought, both in terms of terminology and practice. For instance, Robert 
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Parker (1996), Simon Price (1999), and Mary Beard et al. (1998) extensively 
discuss "cult" and cults. On the one hand, this is due to a distance from the 
Christian concept of “religion,” i.e. that it should include “belief.” Regarding 
the British in particular (in contrast to the Vernant-school that speaks about 
both "myth" and “religion”), it is possible to draw a historical link back to 
the Cambridge ritualists. On the other hand - and this is the more impor- 
tant — itis due to the fact that the word "cult" comes from the Classical world 
(but the Roman, not the Greek). Despite the awareness that "cult" is a schol- 
arly, "etic" term not immediately recognizable to, e.g., the Athenians, it is 
still obvious that, perceived as "a complex of religious activities concen- 
trated on one or more deities or heroes and including prayer, ritual, sacrifice, 
and dedication," cult is there in all of the Greek, Roman and Classical world.^ 
We know the gods and it is not a particular problem identifying their plac- 
es and contexts of worship. To philologists, and therefore also to Classical 
archaeologists, "cult" appears just “to be there" in the archaeological mate- 
rial and the texts themselves. In this view, Greek and Roman religions are 
cults - i.e., regular worship of gods. In the 1996 edition of the Oxford Classi- 
cal Dictionary, it is therefore not possible to look up cult as a terminus techni- 
cus, but the reader is referred to the cults of various gods and heros. In 
contrast to the prehistoric context, it is not possible in a Greek or Roman 
context to imagine a funeral (cf. Durkheim) that is not, from one perspective 
or the other, also cultic. 

In Classics, speaking about "cult" rather than "religion" is also a way of 
signalling a resistance to “belief” being of importance in ancient religion. As 
mentioned above, from the very beginning it has been important to Classicists 
to mark a distance between Christianity and Greek/Roman religions. As 
recent a publication as that of Louise Bruit Zaidman and Pauline Schmitt 
Pantel (1994) finds it necessary to emphasize that the Greek conception of a 
god was entirely different than the Christian conception.“ Speaking about 
"cult" is also, of course, an indication that focus falls upon the action rather 
than the morals, rules for conduct, anthropology, cosmogony, and everything 
else that follows from and goes with the term "religion." 

Thus "cult" appears not to be as problematic a term for Classical archae- 
ologists as for prehistorians. Classical archaeologists are able to "read" ref- 
erences to the transcendent in their (material) material, even if such refer- 
ences are only implicit. Classical archaeologists may do so because we know 
from the texts that, for example, Greece was full of gods. 

However, this apparent lucidity may turn out to be a forgery. We may 
ask if Classical archaeologists are not trying to avoid a problem by speaking 
about cult rather than religion, namely the problem of defining their issue. 
When speaking about cult, they tend to refer to philologists rather than to 
the source material. As such, Classical archaeologists miss an opportunity 
to investigate whether or not the archaeological material and the texts actu- 
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ally “agree” on what comprises worship. Since Classicists investigate ar- 
chaeological material together with texts, they face the unique possibility of 
actually defining the word "cult" rather than reproducing old assump- 
tions. 


Conclusion 


Even if "cult" is not "cultic" in the study of religion for the time being, it is 
so elsewhere. Despite the popularity of the term, however, it can be difficult 
to understand exactly what people mean when they speak about cult. Most 
often the word is not defined, and when it is, it turns out that people are 
speaking about different things in different ways. "Cult" is, in other words, 
not a very precise or useful word to use. 

While Classical archaeologists use "cult" in "its own context" and there- 
fore do not think they need to define the term, prehistoric archaeologists 
approach "cult" as a theoretical concept. But while in both Classical and 
Near Eastern contexts we can speak about god-worshipping societies, the 
area is rather more muddy when it comes to prehistory. "Cult" includes 
rituals and presupposes a religion that again presumes gods or other spiri- 
tual beings bestowed with authority. Concerning the prehistoric material it 
is therefore problematic to use "cult" because the word implies gods that 
we have no chance to verify. 

As far as scholars of religion are concerned, it would appear (for the time 
being) that they, like Classicists, link "cult" to a specific, limited context. On 
the other hand, "cult" is also tied to a research tradition with which people 
no longer identify. Instead, focus is for the time being on stringent analyses 
of ritual structures. This interest has qualified theory and methodology but 
(temporarily?) moved focus away from the (equally important!) social, eco- 
nomic and political aspects of religion such as time, place, objects and par- 
ticipants. 

Scholars of religion have for the past many years focused on and studied 
ritual rather than cult to the extent that today the term has almost disap- 
peared from the discipline. Classical archaeologists have never really stud- 
ied rituals because a ritual consisting of performance, words, smells, etc., 
cannot be reconstructed from material remains. Likewise, the study of ritu- 
al, at least as it has been practiced until now, is bound up with textual stud- 
ies, implying and presupposing knowledge about the identity of the super- 
natural agents involved and the characteristics of the phases of the 
ritual — particularities that mainly come from texts and are verbally com- 
municated and accessible. Again, information of this sort does not show up 
in the archaeological material. For Classical archaeologists, who are more 
historians than anthropologists, to choose between “ritual” and “cult” has 
not therefore been difficult. As a point of departure, "cult" is assumed to 
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have been there all along. Making "cult" the focus of study does not require 
applying models that, after all, do not fit the material. 
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Wilson (1988) has argued how the introduction of “wall” and "house" in the 
early Neolithic transformed the world not only physically and visibly but also 
socially by follow-on effects in the form of new concepts such as "border", 
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McGuire 1987, 121. 
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Durkheim 1995, 59-60. 

Today we know, however, that all existing hunter-gatherer societies, including 
the Australian Aborigines, have been in contact with and influenced by settled 
communities for at least several hundred years, and most often several thou- 
sand. David 2002. The Australians are, in many ways, not therefore as “primi- 
tive" as Durkheim thought they were, and it is not surprising that we find 
customs related to a settled lifestyle connected to a hunter-gatherer commu- 


nity. 
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29 Hallbäck & Jensen 1998. 

30 Marshack 1999. 

31 Wilson 1988; Ingold 1999. 

32 Hawkes 1954. 

33 On the aim of New Archaeology to work with all levels of prehistoric societies, 
see Binford 1972, 20-32. 

34 Hodder 1992. 

35 On "religion," Cauvin 2000; Watkins 2001. On "cult", "rituals" and "religious 
practice," Renfrew 1985; Rollefson 1998; Kuijt 2000; Gebel 2002; Verhoeven 
2002. 

36 Renfrew 1985, 12. 

37 Renfrew 1985. 

38 Renfrew & Bahn 1991, 359. 

39 The concept of ideology or beliefs as being independent of, and coming before, 
material expression has, however, recently been revised by Renfrew himself 
(Renfrew 2001). Here, he argues that material culture is the precondition for 
concepts as such. Applied to the discussion of belief, religion and rituals, the 
same argument must be that materials or rituals come first and beliefs after- 
wards. 

40 Renfrew 1985, 19-20. 

41 "We are concerned here...with religious ritual or cult...," Renfrew 1985, 15. 

42 Andrén (1998, 17) cites Alexander Conze for claiming, "Where the cross-section 
of Classical philology and the longitudinal section of art history intersect, there, 
and precisely there, lies the field of Classical archaeology.” 

43 Andrén (1998, 17) describes early Classical archaeology as "so strongly tied to 
ancient texts and philological criticism that ... [t]he starting point for the major 
excavations was normally texts." 

44 Aleshire 1994, 12. 

45 Zaidman & Schmitt Pantel 1994, 9. 
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Basket Case: 
Altars, Animals and Baskets on 
Classical Attic Votive Reliefs 


Richard Hamilton 


Attic votive reliefs have a limited iconography: divinity, altar, worshipper(s), 
attendant(s), sacrificial animal.! In fact, the reliefs are so stereotyped that 
it is sometimes difficult to distinguish Zeus from Asklepios or a “banquet- 
ing hero."? Nonetheless, there do seem to be a few meaningful juxtaposi- 
tions susceptible to a statistical approach and worth describing at some 
length, in hope that such correlations can prove useful to students of Greek 
religion. 

The advantages of a statistical approach are that it requires both precise 
description of one's thesis and consideration of the converse of that thesis. 
If I can show that Ärhus has a high percentage of intelligent graduate stu- 
dents, I must also show the converse, that the rest of Denmark (the world?) 
does not have a high percentage, or at least that the percentage of intelligent 
Ärhus graduate students is much higher than the others, if my findings are 
to be significant statistically. The disadvantages of a statistical approach are 
first that it concentrates on the most common elements and ignores the more 
interesting unique examples and secondly that it is useful only when a fair- 
ly large sample can be assembled. Also, it's not very lively reading so I will 
be brief. 

The first task is to collect a sample. Since there is no Beazley Archive of 
Attic votive reliefs to give us a handy sample, it seemed to me prudent first 
to consult the largest, newest and most complete collections.* 


1. Altars and animals 


If we analyze van Straten’s excellent catalogue of sacrifice scenes on Clas- 
sical votive reliefs, we find that most scenes show a sacrificial animal being 
led to an altar, as we can see in an unpublished fragmentary relief from 
the Agora (S 800) showing a servant with a ritual basket (kanoun) and pig 
at an altar and two (larger) gods standing to the left (fig. 1)? Thus we find 
that 86 Attic reliefs in van Straten's list have an animal and only 23 do not, 
and 63 of those 86 have an altar. Conversely, only 10 of the 23 reliefs with- 
out a sacrificial animal have an altar. If we subject these data to a simple 
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Fig. 1 


statistical test (called a “chi-square test”) of the probability of this relation- 
ship being by chance, we find that the probability is only one in ahundred 
(p=.01), which is significant. 


Table 1. 
animal no animal 
altar 63 10 
no altar 23 13 


chi square 7.27, p=.01 


This relationship should not surprise us since van Straten built his catalogue 
on the basis of sacrificial animals and what he calls “indications pointing to 
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sacrificial ritual” such as altar, god, fillets on the animal or kanoun. Thus, 
reliefs lacking altar and animal are likely to be ignored. 

What should surprise us is that this relationship is the opposite of that 
between altar and the large straight-sided cylindrical basket, generally called 
a kiste, that we often see carried by a woman at the end of a procession of 
worshippers.” 


Table 2. 
kiste no kiste 
altar 16 57 
no altar 21 15 


chi square 14.26, p=.001 


Thus, while animal occurs with altar 63 times in van Straten’s list and only 
23 without, kiste occurs with altar only 16 times but 21 times without.? Equal- 
ly important is the fact that the converse is true: when there is no animal 
there usually is no altar but when there is no kiste there usually is. These 
strong correlations suggest that the kiste was imagined as having a different 
destination than the altar. We might wish to interpret the occurrences of kiste 
and animal in the same scene as representations of a double offering with 
separate destinations but we will see below that there is a strong correlation 
between kiste and animal. 

Beyond interpretative uncertainties, the main problem here is that the 
sample is not random. Van Straten is interested only in sacrifice scenes, not 
in votive reliefs in general, and so his sample is skewed toward reliefs with 
altars and animals; as he notes, “among the whole class of votive reliefs, the 
ones with depictions of sacrifice are only a minority."? The question remains, 
then, whether these strong correlations hold more generally for votive re- 
liefs. 

One way to test this is to consider M. Edelmann’s very full catalogue of 
worshippers on votive reliefs.!° Though she illustrates only 36 reliefs, Edel- 
mann catalogues over 450 and describes them quite fully. Using those de- 
scriptions and limiting ourselves to Attic reliefs, we find that we have more 
examples of animal without altar than we had with van Straten (25 vs. 17) 
and many more examples of altar without animal (34 vs. 13). Now altar ap- 
pears hardly more often with animal than without, and now there is usu- 
ally no kiste when there is no altar, but the relationships we found with van 
Straten’s catalogue still hold statistically: altar is associated with the presence 
of animal and the absence of kiste.!! 
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Table 3. 
animal no animal kiste no kiste 
altar 39 34 altar 16 57 
no altar 25 53 no altar 32 46 
chi square 7.05, p=.01 chi square 6.35, p=.025 


Although these relationships are still statistically significant, the probability 
has dropped considerably.? More worrisome, when I checked Edelmann's 
descriptions against van Straten’s illustrations, I found that she often over- 
looked either altar or animal, and therefore any results derived from her lists 
are questionable.'? 

So, in the end these shortcuts proved unsuccessful, and it was necessary 
to construct a new catalogue, which can be found in the appendix. Given 
the accessibility of the Lexicon iconographicum mythologiae classicae (LIMC) 
and the relative lack of illustrated museum catalogues, it seemed best to 
collect by divinity: three non-Olympians (Nymphs, Asklepios, the banquet- 
ing hero) and three Olympians (Apollon, Artemis, Athena) seemed a large 
enough sample, to which I added Zeus, who though the archetypal Olym- 
pian is in the votive reliefs almost always the "other" Zeus, Zeus Meilichios 
or Zeus Philios, often pictured as a snake.!? 


Table 4.” 
god total altar worshipper animal kiste 
Apollon 4 2 4 (2) 2 (2) 0 
Artemis 18 4 12 (4) 2 (1) 2 (1) 
Apollon+Artemis 6 2 3 (2) 1 (0) 1 (0) 
Zeus 36 19  32(15) 11 (8) 4 (1) 
Athena 9 3 8 (3) 2 (1) 1(1) 
Nymphs 31 15 9 (3) 0 0 
Asklepios 57 30  47(26) 24 (21) 10 (6) 
banqueting hero 63 19  52(16) 20 (16) 10 (4) 
total 224 94 167 (71) 62 (49) 28 (13) 


Here, once again, the relationship between altar and animal is statistically 
significant, but the relationship between altar and Kiste is now not significant. 
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Table 5. 
animal no animal kiste no kiste 
altar 50 40 altar 13 71 
no altar 13 116 no altar 15 111 
chi square 53.51, p=.001 chi square.56, p= not significant 


It is immediately apparent when looking at our list of gods that the Nymphs 
are anomalous. Although they are often pictured with altars, they are never 
seen with kiste and hardly ever with animal.! Thus, altar, which suggests 
animal sacrifice in the other reliefs, must have a different meaning in Nymph 
reliefs. In the present context, this anomaly suggests that we should exclude 
the Nymph reliefs in our calculations. But even without the Nymphs, the 
statistics remain virtually the same: 


Table 6. 
animal no animal kiste no kiste 
altar 49 26 altar 13 56 
no altar 13 100 no altar 15 96 
chi square 59.10, p=.001 chi square.92, p- not significant 
2. Basket 


If kiste is not related to altar, the question then becomes whether it is related 
to anything else, and the answer is that it is related to child, animal, and 
group of three or more worshippers. 


Table 7. 
child none group none animal none 
kiste 22 4 24 2 18 9 
no kiste 61 113 71 101 35 146 
chi-square 22.88 p=.001 23.56 p=.001 27.72 p=.001 


Relation to animal is surprising, especially given lack of relation to altar, 
which is closely related to animal. Van Straten surmised that the kistai "refer 
to the bringing of bloodless offerings such as cakes,” but this will not explain 
the absence of any connection between kiste and altar. 

The association between kiste and child or group is less surprising and 
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receives support from Edelmann’s catalogue of worshippers, where we find 
kiste (maidservant) almost exclusively with a family of worshippers. We find 
no kiste on reliefs that show a single worshipper (Katalog B Einzelne Adorant- 
en) or paired young and old worshippers (Katalog E Erwachsene und Kind), 
and only one on reliefs with married pairs (Katalog C Ehepaare) or groups 
of men or women (Katalog G Frauen- oder Männergruppen). By contrast, 
twelve reliefs depicting a family of worshippers have a kiste (Katalog D 
Familie) and twenty depicting a family group (Katalog F Familiengruppen).!® 
The contrast is statistically significant:'? 


Table 8. 
maid no maid 
family 32 71 
no family 2 161 


chi-square 50.42, p=.001 


The association between kiste and child or group receives further support 
from what seem to be kistai depicted on Classical Athenian vases, that is, 
depictions from the same period and from the same geographical area. There 
we repeatedly find a straight-sided footless container, often carried by a 
woman on her head or in her hands, sometimes in precisely the same pose 
we see on the reliefs.?? The decoration of the containers on the vases makes 
it clear that they are (woven) baskets not (wooden) boxes, something we 
might have suspected anyway from their relative size on the reliefs and from 
their location on a servant's head.?! Amyx, in his study of baskets on vases, 
differentiated the straight-sided one from two other main types not only in 
look and construction but also function for it "appears in scenes having to 
do with women's indoor activities ... especially in nuptial subjects," where- 
as the other two are associated with banquets.” This association ties in well 
with our earlier finding that the Kiste on votive reliefs is associated with 
children and family. The kiste then is more likely to hold the bride's (or 
mother's or child's) clothing than van Straten's sacrificial cakes.” 

What about kiste and altar on these vases? I have found ten vases show- 
ing kiste at altar, and at first that might seem to offer a significant counter- 
weight against the lack of association between kiste and altar on reliefs, but 
these ten vases are a small percentage of the total number of vases depicting 
kistai.”* Furthermore, on only one of them is there anything resembling a 
scene or tableau, that is, something possibly comparable to the scene we find 
on the reliefs, and here the figures are labelled Eunomia and Thaleia, sug- 
gesting a mythological scene.” The other vases show a single individual in 
a space defined only by the altar (and in one case a door).”° Since half of the 
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individuals are winged and therefore unrealistic, one may surmise that the 
depiction on the vase is more an abstract idea than a concrete representa- 
tion." Kistai on vases, then, are shown with altars infrequently, and, when 
they are, one cannot speak of a representational scene. 

The vases, it appears, support both the dissociation of kiste and altar and 
the association of kiste with children and family group. This emphasis on 
the feminine connotation of the kiste may help explain the relationship be- 
tween kiste and animal. Since animal is strongly associated with altar but 
kiste is neither associated with nor dissociated from altar, we must reject both 
the possibility that kiste belongs to the sacrifice (that is, the combination of 
altar and animal) and the possibility that it represents an alternative to sac- 
rifice. If the kistai on vases are associated with women and marriage, then 
we may wish to see the kiste on reliefs likewise as part of the representation 
of women. It is always carried by a woman, it is usually located close to the 
mother, nurse and children, and at opposite side of relief from the men, male 
servant, altar and animal. 

We need finally to put the kiste in the larger context of the votive reliefs 
in general. Whereas we find a group of worshippers in two-thirds of the 
reliefs and altars in almost half, we find animal in only a quarter and kiste 
in only an eighth. The kiste, then, is a grace note, an attractive visual comple- 
ment to the animal but in no way essential to the offering that is repre- 
sented by the votive. We always find the divinity and usually find the wor- 
shipper, often with family, sometimes with offering, rarely with Kiste. This 
is what the numbers tell us. 

Statistics, then, have limits. They can show that there is likely to be a 
relationship between two variables but they cannot measure the strength of 
that relationship or explain the relationship. Their final value may be in the 
negative, requiring us to ask about the other, the absence, and showing that 
often what we think is significant is not. 
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Notes 
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M 


One could study all votive reliefs as I did at first, but, since Attic votive reliefs 
comprise over half the total I collected (224/426) and are almost all before the 
Hellenistic period, it seemed possible to still have a sufficiently large sample 
and at the same time to have one that is much more meaningful since it is 
chronologically and geographically limited. 

And conversely the same iconography can be attributed to different divinities, 
as the fortuitous discovery of the numerous votive reliefs in the Pankrates 
sanctuary on the Ilissos shows us. There one of the two basic iconographic 
typologies is labeled indifferently Plouton (A2), Pankrates (A4), Palaimon (A10) 
or "the god" (A11). See Vikela 1994. 

Even then statistical significance does not show causality but simply the prob- 
ability of a relationship not being by chance. 

I am delighted to hear that Anja Kloeckner of the University of Saarbrücken is 
in the process of constructing one. 

van Straten 1995. 

van Straten 1995, 12. These indications are presumably the same as the "char- 
acteristics [that] may identify the scene as a sacrificial one" listed two pages 
earlier: altar, god, fillets on the sacrificial animal, woman with basket on her 
head. 

It may seem odd to use the term Kiste since the well-known “mystic kiste” sug- 
gests a small box rather than a large basket, but kiste seems to be the generic 
term for basket. See the full discussion by Amyx (1958, 270) who concludes 
“the term was, to a certain degree, generic." 

If we consider only relatively complete reliefs, the numbers are considerably 
smaller, but the statistical significance remains: 


animal no animal kiste no kiste 
altar 31 3 altar 14 20 
no altar 10 10 no altar 17 3 
chi square 11.68, p=.001 chi square 9.89 p=.01 


I should say that I am depending largely on van Straten’s descriptions; com- 
parison with available illustrations suggests his descriptions are very accurate. 
Truth in advertising requires that I give the data on which my numbers are 
based and so here is a list of the reliefs in van Straten and what I think they 
show. K- kiste, A= altar, B= animal (fragmentary/doubtful reliefs have a minus 
sign) so that van Straten’s R5 shows kiste, altar and animal; his fragmentary R1 
shows altar and animal, and so on. 

KAB: R5, 7, 8, 20, 26, 28, 33, 44, 68, 73, 74, 115, 124-, 126, 128 

AB: R1-, 3, 4-, 6-, 9, 13-, 15-, 21-, 23, 25-, 27, 29-, 32-, 41-, 42-, 43-, 48, 60-, 61-, 
63-, 67, 84-, 86, 87, 89, 91-, 97, 99, 101-, 116-, 121-, 122-, 123-, 125-, 127-, 129, 130, 
131, 132, 134, 135, 136-, 212-, 213-, 216-, 229-, 231-, 237- 

KB: R18, 19, 31, 37-, 39, 45, 75, 90, 

KA: R59- 
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A: R10- (van Straten calls it a table), 16, 40-, 46-, 47, 62-, 100, 117-, 120- 
K: R11-, 22, 64, 66-, 98, 195, 197, 199, 202, 203, 206, 207, 233- 
B: R17-, 24-, 30, 36-, 58, 65-, 93-, 18-, 119-, 133, 214-, 215-, 235-, 236-, 241- 
van Straten 1995, 58. 
Edelmann 1999. Güntner (1994) offers more illustrations of reliefs than Edel- 
mann (62 vs 36) but does not describe the other reliefs that are catalogued and 
so provides too small a sample to be of use. 
Edelmann speaks of maidservant not kiste, but a check of this against van Straten 
suggests she means “maid with kiste.” 
The statistics expert on whom I depend, Professor Clark McCauley of the De- 
partment of Psychology at Bryn Mawr, tells me I should not be impressed by 
a difference in statistical significance between .05 and .001. 
In fact, correction of her numbers produces a much stronger probability of a 
relationship between animal and altar. She missed the altar in C12, 15, D6, 312, 
2, E3, F10, 12, 13, 22, 32, 36, G7, 13, 37, 39, and U76; she missed the pig in F10 
and the sheep in D41, F2, and U135. The revised numbers then are altar alone 
28x; altar plus animal 46, animal alone 11. The chi-square here is 36.81, 
.7.001. 
Kybele was not considered, even though Giintner lists 48 reliefs, since only six 
in her list are dated to the fourth century (B1, B44, B45, B46, B47, B48, the last 
three with other gods), the rest being “spatklassisch-frithhellenistisch.” Van 
Straten lists none, Edelmann only three (C20, D29, F46). 
The figures in parentheses are occurrences with altar. 
“Among the numerous Nymph reliefs, depictions of animal sacrifice are sur- 
prisingly rare,” van Straten 1995, 91. 
van Straten 1995, 97. “The things that were needed for the sacrifice in addition 
to the animal, such as sacrificial cakes or loaves, could be prepared at home 
and brought to the sanctuary in this kiste,” (van Straten 61). This works much 
better for the covered tray shown in the relief of Herakles in the Epigraphical 
Museum at Athens (inv. 3942) illustrated in van Straten (fig. 93) than the boxlike 
kiste that is usually depicted. Van Straten offers no visual evidence for such a 
function, and his literary evidence is not strong: he offers Thesmophoriazusai 
284f. as an “illustration” where a kiste holds a sacrificial cake but then goes on 
to undercut this by noting that there was “a different type of basket” (hemi- 
spherical with strings) used to bring food to a banquet (citing Acharnians 1085f.). 
Since the term kiste is found in both passages, there is no assurance that the 
kiste used in Thesmophoriazusai is any different from the one used in Acharnians, 
especially since both carry food. Also, the large size of the kistai on the reliefs 
(which are never labeled as kistai, we should remember) argues against them 
holding sacrificial cakes. On the different kinds of basket called kiste, see above 
ni. 7. 
0 of 85 single (B), 1 of 20 married pair (C6), 0 of 18 young and old (E), and 1 of 
40 group of men/women (G36) but, by contrast, 12 of 55 family (D14, 15, 16, 
19, 20, 30, 32, 35, 42, 45, 58, 55), 20 of 48 family group (F4, 9, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 22, 23, 27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42). 
If we restrict ourselves to Attic reliefs the contrast between family and non- 
family is about the same: 
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maid no maid 
family 21 51 
no family 2 87 


chi-square 25.56, p=.001 


The connection was made already by Richter (1926, 99) who illustrated (fig. 244) 
the pose on a red-figure lebes gamikos by the Washing Painter in Athens (NM 
14791); for another parallel by the Washing Painter see the red-figure lebes 
gamikos in New York (MMA 16.73) illustrated in Oakley and Sinos 1993, fig. 37. 
It is surprising that van Straten (1995, 60) says these women with kistai are not 
“encountered” on vases but presumably he means “in the same context.” 
The lack of decoration on the kistai shown on reliefs may be thought to under- 
mine the parallel, but such decoration may well have been painted on (and 
subsequently wore off). 

Amyx 1958. 

This would explain why the kiste is so rare, 10%. There are other possible func- 
tions. One is that the kiste is meant to hold meat that will result from the im- 
pending sacrifice, which will be shared with family and friends, and so is a 
symbol of the dedicator’s generosity. Pamela Webb ingeniously suggested to 
me that the kiste holds clothes and so is in effect a suitcase, showing that the 
worshippers have come from far away to honor the god. 

To give you a rough idea, on 7 August 2004 the Beazley Archive listed 1065 
“box” and 1132 “basket,” both terms that describe our kiste, though these lists 
include other types of box and basket. 

BA (= Beazley Archive) 220622 (= LIMC Eunomia 6, Thaleia V.1) a red-figure 
lekythos, once Bauville collection Paris, in the manner of the Meidias Painter 
(ARV2 1326.67), shows a goddess (?) with scepter seated on a stool beside an 
altar and a statue on a column, with women named [Th]aleia and Eunomia 
nearby, one holding a kiste. 

BA 210092 Louvre G 477, a red-figure cup by the Painter of London E 80 shows 
a woman alone at an altar beside a door. Other vases depicting women alone 
at an altar include: BA 9082, a red-figure oinochoe in the D.J. collection in Ost- 
westfalen; BA 43561, a red-figure lekythos in the Mormino collection in Palermo 
(inv. 3309); and BA 340008, a red-figure hydria near the Washing Painter in the 
Antikensammlungen in Munich (inv. 2436). Five vases show Nike alone at altar: 
BA 239 Bryn Mawr P103, a red-figure hydria by Shuvalov Painter; BA 12419 
Braunschweig 261, a red-figure lekythos; BA 24444 Oxford 1934.327, a red- 
figure alabaston; BA 41488 Moscow Pushkin 587, a red-figure lekythos; Provi- 
dence 11.013 (CVA Providence pl. 25.3), a white-ground lekythos. 

One might add the late BA 230853, a fourth-century red-figure lekanis lid 
in the Museo Nazionale di Spina in Ferrara (inv. 4252) showing Eros with a 
kiste or box flying to an altar next to a large female head, with another Eros on 
the other side at an altar chasing a woman (ARV2 1500.6). 

For this complicated subject see now Ferrari 2002. 


Altars, Animals and Baskets on Classical Attic Votive Reliefs 39 


Appendix: List of Classical Attic Reliefs 
(?= non-Attic?; *= with kiste; #= with animal; += child worshipper)! 


Nymphs? 

altar 

Edwards 1 (= Güntner A8) Athens NM 1329, 410/400 B.C.: three Nymphs 
Pan worshipper rock altar 

Edwards 14 (= LIMC Artemis 1280; Güntner A54) Athens Agora I 7154, 
340/330 B.C.: Demeter Apollon Artemis Zeus Pan Acheloos head Hermes 
delivering baby Dionysos to three Nymphs rock altar 

Edwards 22 (= LIMC Pan 236; Güntner A18) Athens NM 4466, 330/320 B.C.: 
three Nymphs Hermes worshipper servant Pan kantharos oinochoe rock 
altar 

Edwards 23 (= LIMC Acheloos 176) Athens NM 2008, 340/330 B.C.: Acheloos 
head Hermes three Nymphs Pan rock altar 

Edwards 26 (= LIMC Acheloos 186) Athens NM 1859, 330/320 B.C.: Hermes 
three Nymphs Acheloos head rock altar 

#Edwards 28 (= LIMC Acheloos 174) Worsley, 330/310 B.C.: five worshippers 
servant animal rock altar Hermes three Nymphs Acheloos head 

Edwards 30 (= LIMC Acheloos 202; Güntner A53) Berlin Staatliche Museen 
K 87, 320/310 B.C.: upper register- head of Acheloos Hermes three 
Nymphs Pan; lower register- Demeter Kore carved altar Hero Equitans 
(2) 

Edwards 34 (= LIMC Acheloos 187; Giintner A34) Athens NM 1447, 320/300 
B.C.: Hermes three Nymphs rock altar 

?Edwards 38 (= LIMC Acheloos 178; Giintner A23) Athens NM 1445, 320/300 
B.C.: head of Acheloos Pan three Nymphs single-stone altar 

Edwards 40 (= LIMC Acheloos 177) Athens NM 2009, 320/300 B.C.: Hermes 
three Nymphs rock altar face of Acheloos Pan 

Edwards 43 (= Fuchs 1962, pl. 64.2) Athens NM (no inventory number) 
320/300 B.C.: Hermes three Nymphs rock altar 

?Edwards 44 (= LIMC Acheloos 183) private coll. Kent, 320/300 B.C.: Hermes 
three Nymphs Pan Acheloos head altar 

Edwards 53 (= LIMC Acheloos 192) Athens NM 3835, 310/290 B.C.: Hermes 
Pan two Nymphs rock altar Acheloos head 

Edwards 54 (= LIMC Acheloos 188; Güntner A44) Athens NM 1448, 310/290 
B.C.: Pan Hermes three Nymphs Acheloos head single-stone altar 

?Edwards 58 (= LIMC Apollon 804) Treviso, 310/290 B.C.: three Nymphs rock 
altar, seated male w. phiale 
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non-altar 


+Edwards 3 (= LIMC Acheloos 197, Apollon 968, Artemis 1182) Athens NM 
2756, 405/390 B.C.: Apollon six gods two worshippers (one child) three 
Nymphs Acheloos head? 

Edwards 4 (= LIMC Acheloos 210, Artemis 1028) Athens NM 1783, 400/390 
B.C.: side A= Kephisos Artemis hero three Nymphs; side B= hero Ech- 
elos abducts Iasile* 

?Edwards 5 (= LIMC Acheloos 166) Berlin Staatliche Museen K 83, 400/390 
B.C.: Hermes three Nymphs Acheloos head worshipper 

Edwards 11 (= LIMC Fluvii) Avignon Calvet E 19, 380/370 B.C.: three Nymphs 
Pan seated male (Dionysos?) 

Edwards 15 (= LIMC Hermes 355) Athens NM 2011, 340/330 B.C.: Pan three 
Nymphs Hermes (holding baby Dionysos?) 

Edwards 19 (= LIMC Asklepios 211, Bendis 4) Copenhagen NCG 462, 329 
B.C.: below= Bendis Deloptes two worshippers; above= Hermes three 
Nymphs Pan head 

Edwards 20 (= LIMC Pan 236) Athens NM 4465, 330/320 B.C.: three worship- 
pers Pan Hermes three Nymphs 

Edwards 29 (= LIMC Acheloos 179) Athens NM 2012, 320/310 B.C.: Pan hunt- 
er Acheloos head three Nymphs 

Edwards 31 (= LIMC Acheloos 182) Berlin Statliche Museen K 84, 320/310 
B.C.: three Nymphs Acheloos head (fragmentary) 

Edwards 33 (= LIMC Kynnes 2) Athens NM 2010, 320/310 B.C.: three Nymphs 
Hermes (maybe more) 

Edwards 47 (= LIMC Acheloos 173) Riehen, 320/300 B.C.: Hermes Pan three 
Nymphs Acheloos head 

+?Edwards 50 (= Svoronos pl. 137) Athens NM 2796, 320/300 B.C.: three 
worshippers (one child) Hermes two Nymphs (fragmentary) 

Edwards 51 (= LIMC Acheloos 184) Athens NM 2007, 310/290 B.C.: Hermes 
three Nymphs Pan Acheloos head 

Edwards 52 (= LIMC Acheloos 191) Athens Kerameikos K170, 310/290 B.C.: 
Pan two Nymphs Acheloos head 

Edwards 57 (= LIMC Hera 263) Athens NM 1459, 310/290 B.C.: Zeus Agathe 
Tyche(?) Artemis heads of Hermes and three Nymphs 

Güntner A2 (= LIMC Pandrosos 25, Hermes 321) Athens Akropolis Museum 
702, 500 B.C.: Hermes three Nymphs boy? 


Asklepios 

altar 

+#van Straten R1 (= Walter #188) Athens Akropolis Museum 2410, 4th C.: 
snake altar four worshippers (one child) servant kanoun pig (gods lost) 

+#van Straten R3 (= Walter #106) Athens Akropolis Museum 2559+3264, 4th 
C.: Asklepios altar three worshippers (one child) servant kanoun sheep 
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#van Straten R4 (= Walter #101) Athens Akropolis Museum 4718, 4th C.: 
Asklepios altar servant sheep (worshippers lost) 

*#van Straten R5 (= Walter #315) Athens Akropolis Museum 4738, 4th C.: A= 
altar three worshippers servant pig; B= altar three worshippers servant 
kanoun pig maid kiste (fragmentary) 

#van Straten R6 (= LIMC Asklepios 63) Athens NM 1330, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia disk on pillar altar two worshippers servant kanoun pig 

*#van Straten R7 (= LIMC Asklepios 386) Athens NM 1331, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia altar three worshippers servant cow maid kiste 

+*#van Straten R8 (= LIMC Asklepios 66) Athens NM 1333, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia tree altar five worshippers (two children) servant sheep bowl 
maid kiste 

+#van Straten R9 (= LIMC Asklepios 338) Athens NM 1334, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia altar three worshippers (two children) servant pig 

van Straten R10 (= LIMC Asklepios 96) Athens NM 1335, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia tree altar two worshippers servant kanoun 

+#van Straten R13 (= Svoronos pl. 40) Athens NM 1362, 4th C.: Asklepios 
two sons(+) altar four worshippers (two children) servant sheep 

+van Straten R14 (= LIMC Epione 4) Athens NM 1368, 4th C.: two god- 
desses phiale four worshippers (one child) altar? ("chest" Svoronos) 
thymiaterion 

#van Straten R15 (= Svoronos pl. 47) Athens NM 1370, 4th C.: two sons(+) 
altar worshipper(+) servant kanoun pig 

van Straten R16 (= Svoronos pl. 35) Athens NM 1372, 4th C.: two sons(+) altar 
two worshippers 

+*#van Straten R20 (= Svoronos pl. 147) Athens NM 2401, 4th C.: altar six 
worshippers (two children) servant kanoun sheep maid kiste (fragmen- 
tary) 

#van Straten R21 (= LIMC Epione 2, Asklepios 59) Athens NM 2418, 4th C.: 
Asklepios Hygieia two sons three daughters altar two worshippers(+) 
servant animal 

+#van Straten R23 (= LIMC Asklepios 64) Louvre MA 755, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia disk on pillar altar six worshippers (two children) servant kanoun 
cow 

#van Straten R25 (= Mitropoulou 1968 #239) Agora S 800, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia altar two worshippers(+) servant kanoun pig 

+*#van Straten R26 (= Svoronos pl. 93) Athens NM 2681, 4th C.: Asklepios 
altar five worshippers (one child) servant kanoun sheep maid kiste 

+#van Straten R27 (= LIMC Asklepios 202) Athens NM 1407, 4th C.: Asklepios 
snake altar four worshippers (one child) servant kanoun sheep 

+*#van Straten R28 (= Svoronos pl. 37) Athens NM 1429, 4th C.: altar eight 
worshippers (one child) servant cow maid kiste (fragmentary) 
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+#van Straten R29 (= Karouzou 1974) Athens NM 3304, 4th C.: altar three 
worshippers (one child) servant cow (fragmentary) 

+#?van Straten R32 (= EA 561) Palermo, 4th C.: Hygieia(+) altar two worship- 
pers servant kanoun pig 

Güntner C14 (= LIMC Asklepios 86) Athens NM 1338, 400/390: Asklepios 
Hygieia altar worshipper 

*Edelmann D17 (= Svoronos pl. 50) Athens NM 1356, 4th C.: Hygieia(+) four 
worshippers (two children) altar 

*Edelmann D25 (= Svoronos pl. 156) Athens NM 2520, early 4th C.: three 
worshippers (one child) altar (gods missing) 

#Edelmann U76 (= LIMC Asklepios 78) Athens NM 2390, 4th C.: Asklepios? 
servant ox sheep goat altar 

LIMC Hygieia 28 Athens NM 1383, 4th C.: Hygieia altar pillar w. relief horse 

?#LIMC Hygieia 131 (= LIMC Amphiaraos 65) Athens NM 1396 (stele from 
Oropos), 320 B.C.: Asklepios Hygieia altar worshipper victim 

*LIMC Asklepios 93 Athens NM 2417, first quarter 4th C.: Asklepios Hy- 
gieia altar three worshippers (one child?) two columns 

LIMC Asklepios 104 Athens NM 2925, 350 B.C.: Asklepios two daughters 
altar phiale? 


no altar 


+*van Straten R11 (= LIMC Asklepios 344) Athens NM 1345, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia seven worshippers (two children) maid kiste (middle lost, per- 
haps including altar and animal) 

van Straten R12 (= Güntner C25) Athens NM 1346, early 4th C.: Asklepios 
two daughters table (fragmentary) 

+*#van Straten R18 (= LIMC Asklepios 201) Athens NM 1377, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia Epione ten worshippers (two children) servant kanoun pig kiste, 
herm Hekate 

+*#van Straten R19 (= LIMC Asklepios 248) Athens NM 1402, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia two sons three daughters six worshippers (two children) maid 
kiste pig 

**van Straten R22 (= LIMC Asklepios 89) Kassel SK 44, 370 B.C.: Asklepios 
patient on couch four worshippers (two children) maid kiste 

#van Straten R30 (= Ziehen 1892, 234 fig. 5) Piraeus, 4th C.?: Asklepios god- 
dess woman? patient on couch four worshippers servant pig 

*Güntner C2 (= LIMC Asklepios 105, Hygieia 138) Piraeus 405, late 5th C.: 
Asklepios Hygieia patient on couch four worshippers (one child) 

?Güntner C5 (= LIMC Hygieia 48) Athens NM 2926, early 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia two worshippers 

*Güntner C16 (= LIMC Asklepios 92) Athens NM 1354, late 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia four worshippers (one child) 
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Güntner C21 (= LIMC Asklepios 71; Svoronos 36 pl. 38.1) Athens NM 1339, 
middle 4th C. Asklepios Hygieia? worshipper 

Güntner C24 (= LIMC Asklepios 395) Athens NM 1341, late 5th C.: Asklepios 
two daughters worshipper chariot ("saved from large rocks") 

*Güntner C31 (= LIMC Asklepios 75) Athens NM, first half 4th C.: Asklepios 
son six worshippers (four children) 

*Güntner C33 (= LIMC Asklepios 70) Athens NM 1344, second half 4th C.: 
Asklepios Hygieia son five worshippers (two children) 

*Güntner C40 (= Svoronos pl. 50.1) Athens NM 1361, second half 4th C.: 
Asklepios Hygieia son five worshippers (three children) 

Güntner C43 (= LIMC Hygieia 37, Alkon 1) Athens NM 1365, mid-4th C.: 
Asklepios Hygieia two others 

Güntner C49 (= LIMC Asklepios 60, Hygieia 140)’ Athens NM 1388, 410/400 
B.C.: Asklepios Poseidon goddess 

Güntner C51 (= LIMC Asklepios 313) Athens NM 1332, 340/330 B.C.: Asklepios 
Demeter Kore six worshippers 

Edelmann B13 (= LIMC Asklepios 200) Athens NM 1347, first half 4th C.: 
Asklepios worshipper 

Edelmann B14 (= Svoronos pl. 46) Athens NM 1373, first half 4th C.: Asklepios 
worshipper 

Edelmann B15 (= LIMC Asklepios 203) Athens NM 1376, second half 4th C.: 
Asklepios worshipper 

*Edelmann D24 (= LIMC Asklepios 54) Athens NM 1841, first half 4th C.: 
Asklepios son? patient on couch two worshippers (one child?) 

*Edelmann D40 (= LIMC Asklepios 102, Hygieia 137) Brockleby Park 10, 415 
B.C.: Asklepios Hygieia three worshippers (one child) 

LIMC Hygieia 29 (= LIMC Asklepios 76) Athens NM 2557, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia pillar 

LIMC Hygieia 148 (7 LIMC Asklepios 205) Athens NM 2406, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia 

?LIMC Asklepios 82 Vatican 799, 400 B.C.: Asklepios w. phiale goddess w. 
oinochoe worshipper 

LIMC Asklepios 87 (= Svoronos pl. 150) Athens NM 2416, first quarter 4th 
C.: Asklepios Hygieia four daughters 

LIMC Asklepios 337 (7 Svoronos pl. 193) Athens NM 2958, 4th C.: Asklepios 
Hygieia worshipper pillar (w. relief?) 

[LIMC Asklepios 5 Athens NM 1351 = Artemis 1279] 

[LIMC Asklepios 211 Copenhagen NCG 462 - Nymphs Edwards 19] 


Zeus!” 
altar 


#van Straten R41 (= Svoronos pl. 219) Athens Epigraphical Museum 8738, 
324 B.C.: Zeus bird altar pig phiale (worshippers lost) 
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#van Straten R42 (= Svoronos pl. 143) Athens NM 2383, 4th C.: Zeus bird 
altar? sheep? kanoun? (worshippers lost) 

#van Straten R43 (=Svoronos pl. 140.5 "Asklepios") Athens NM 2390, 4th C.: 
Zeus(?) altar servant cow two goats (worshippers lost) 

+#van Straten R44 (= Mitropoulou 1975, 120 fig. 3) Piraeus 3, 4th C: Zeus w. 
cornucopia altar five worshippers (three children) servant kanoun pig 
maid kiste 

?van Straten R46 (= Mitropoulou Snakes fig. 46) Eleusis 5126, 4th C.: Zeus 
bird altar servant kanoun (worshippers lost) 

*van Straten R47 (= Praktika 1979 pl. 3b) Rhamnous 102, 4th C: Zeus bird 
altar five worshippers (three children) 

+#?van Straten R48 (= Svoronos pl. 45.1) Athens NM 1433, 4th C.: Zeus altar 
six worshippers (one child) servant kanoun? sheep 

+#van Straten R97 (= LIMC Pankrates 7, Vikela A4) Fetiye Camii P56B, 4th 
C.: Zeus/Hades cornucopia phiale altar four worshippers (one child) 
servant pig kanoun 

#LIMC Pankrates 5 (= Vikela A1) Fetiye Cam P26B, middle 4th C.: Zeus/ 
Hades altar? servant ram, kanoun three worshippers 

LIMC Pankrates 8 (= Vikela A5) Fetiye Camii P4A, 330/325 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
phiale altar two worshippers 

*LIMC Pankrates 12 (= Vikela A9) Fetiye Camii P53B, 330/320 B.C.: Zeus/ 
Hades cornucopia phiale altar servant kanoun pig four worshippers (two 
children) 

*LIMC Pankrates 15 (7 Vikela A14) Fetiye Camii P89A, 340 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
phiale altar four worshippers (one child) 

+LIMC Pankrates 16 (= Vikela A15) Fetiye Camii P14A, 330 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
altar four worshippers (one child) 

*LIMC Pankrates 17 (7 Vikela A16) Fetiye Camii P46B, 320/310 B.C.: Zeus/ 
Hades phiale square rock altar four worshippers (two children) 

LIMC Pankrates 18 (= Vikela A18) Fetiye Camii P20A, third quarter 4th C.: 
Zeus/Hades altar worshipper 

#LIMC Pankrates 19 (= Vikela A20) Fetiye Camii P31B, 300 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
phiale? rock altar animal kneeling worshipper 

LIMC Pankrates 24 (= Vikela A10) Fetiye Camii P3A, late 4th C.: Zeus/Hades 
cornucopia phiale altar kneeling worshipper, two+ worshippers!! 

+Edelmann D23 (= LIMC Zeus 200) Athens NM 1431, second half 4th C.: 
Zeus phiale altar three worshippers (one child) 

*Edelmann F4 (= LIMC Zeus 201) Athens NM 1779, 4th C. Zeus phiale rock 
altar two worshippers (one child) 
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no altar 


+*#?van Straten R45 (= Svoronos pl. 65) Athens NM 1408, 4th C.: Zeus four 
worshippers (one kneeling, two children) servant sheep kanoun maid 
kiste 

*van Straten R98 (= Pankrates 14) Fetiye Camii P8A, 300 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
cornucopia phiale kneeling worshipper table worshipper maid kiste 

*Edelmann E8 (= LIMC Zeus 204) Athens NM 1405, 4th/early 3rd B.C.: Zeus 
two worshippers (one child) 

LIMC Pankrates 6 (7 Vikela A3) Fetiye Camii P10A, 340/330 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
cornucopia phiale goddess w. phiale three worshippers (one kneeling) 

*LIMC Pankrates 11 (= Vikela A8) Fetiye Camii P25A, 320 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
phiale, goddess? five worshippers (two children) 

+*#LIMC Pankrates 13 (= Vikela A11) Fetiye Camii P48B, 310 B.C.: Zeus/ 
Hades cornucopia phiale servant pig kanoun maid kiste seven worship- 
pers (four children) 

LIMC Pankrates 21 (= Vikela A13) Fetiye Camii P1A, late 4th C.: Zeus/Hades 
cornucopia phiale worshipper 

*LIMC Pankrates 23 (= Vikela A2) Fetiye Camii P18A, 340 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
cornucopia phiale ("Pluton") three* worshippers (child) 

#LIMC Pankrates 25 (= Vikela A17) Fetiye Camii P7A, 300 B.C.: Zeus/Hades 
worshipper w. fish 

Edelmann B20 (= Svoronos pl. 142) Athens NM 2356, late 4th C.: Zeus phi- 
ale(?) worshipper 

Edelmann B26 (= Mitropoulou Snakes fig. 59) Piraeus, second half 4th C.: 
snake worshipper 

Edelmann B34 (= Mitropoulou Snakes fig. 58) Paris Louvre 1430, second half 
4th C: snake worshipper 

*Edelmann D28 (= Mitropoulou Snakes fig. 48a) Athens NM 3329, second 
half 4th C.: snake three worshippers (one child) 

*Edelmann D33 (= Mitropoulou Snakes fig. 40) Piraeus 51, second half 4th 
C.: Zeus three worshippers (one child) 

Edelmann D37 (= Blümel 1966, fig. 122) Berlin 723, first half 4th C.: snake 
three worshippers 

*?Edelmann D44 (= Mitropoulou Snakes fig. 47a) Göttingen 18a/b, 4th C.: 
Zeus five worshippers (three children) 

Edelmann G40 Athens NM, 4th C.: snake two worshippers 


Athena” 

altar 

*van Straten R59 (= Mangold pl. 7.1) Athens Acropolis Museum 2413+ 
2515+3003, 4th C.: Athena altar worshipper(s) servant (animal?) maid 
kiste 
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#van Straten R60 (= Mangold pl. 7.2) Athens Akropolis Museum 3007, 4th 
C.: Athena altar eight worshippers servant kanoun pig 

Svoronos pl. 37.5 Athens NM 1369, 4th C.: Athena Asklepios worshipper 
altar 


no altar 

+#van Straten R58 (= LIMC Athena 587) Athens Akropolis Museum 581, 
500/480 B.C.: Athena four worshippers (two children) servant pig phi- 
ale 

LIMC Athena 52 Athens Akropolis Museum 577, 480/70 B.C.: Athena artisan 
tripod(?) 

Edelmann B2 Athens Akropolis Museum 2435, late 5th C: Athena worship- 
per 

Edelmann U32 (= Svoronos pl. 212) Athens Epigraphical Museum 2812, 4th 
C.: Athena worshipper 

*Rühfel 1984, fig. 87 Athens Akropolis Museum 3030, 4th C.: Athena two 
worshippers (one child" 

LIMC Athena 148 Athens NM 82, early 5th C.: two Athenas in frame 


Artemis 
altar 


+*#van Straten R73 (= LIMC Artemis 974) Brauron 1151, 330 B.C.: Artemis w. 
bow phiale deer altar twelve worshippers (four children) servant kanoun 
cow maid kiste 

*?van Straten R76 (= LIMC Artemis 461) Athens NM 1950 (Aigina), second 
half 5th C.: Artemis w. torches six worshippers (two children) four-step 
altar phiale fawn goose 

Edelmann C13 (= Philadelpheus 1927, 158 no. 1, pl. 8) Athens NM, late 4th 
C.: Artemis altar two pithoi two worshippers 

LIMC Artemis 508 Athens NM 1403, late 4th C.: Artemis w. torches altar 
worshipper (fr.) 


no altar 


+*#van Straten R75 (= LIMC Artemis 673) Brauron 1153, middle 4th C.: Ar- 
temis deer eight worshippers (three children) servant goat maid kiste 

+Edelmann F30 (= LIMC Artemis 459) Brauron 1171, late 5th C.: Artemis w. 
torch deer nine worshippers (two children) (fragmentary) 

?Edelmann G25 (= LIMC Bendis 3) London BM 2155, second half 4th C.: 
Bendis ten worshippers (torchracers) 

?Edelmann G38 (= LIMC Artemis 505) Athens NM 2376, first half 4th C.: 
goddess w. torches, goddess??, two worshippers 

LIMC Artemis 234 Brauron 1175, late 5th C.: Artemis dog (fragmentary)'* 
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LIMC Artemis 287 (= Walter #111) Athens Akropolis Museum 3316+3370 
(date?): Artemis dog (fragmentary) 

LIMC Artemis 397 Kassel 774, late 5th C.: Artemis deer 

LIMC Artemis 412 Athens Agora S 100, 400/375 B.C.: Artemis w. torch (frag- 
mentary) 

LIMC Artemis 413 Athens NM 208: Artemis w. torch tree deer pillar(?) 

LIMC Artemis 462 (= Walter #110) Athens Akropolis Museum 2674, 400 B.C.: 
Artemis w. torches deer worshipper (fragmentary)!° 

LIMC Artemis 463 Brauron 1182, 4th C.: Artemis w. torches worshipper 

(#)LIMC Artemis 621 Brauron 1157, late 5th C.: Artemis, four sheep 

LIMC Artemis 674 Athens NM 2361, third quarter 4th C.: Artemis seated on 
hill deer worshipper 

LIMC Artemis 724 Brauron 1183, 400 B.C.: Artemis(?) worshipper 

LIMC Artemis 1036a Brauron 1172, 400 B.C.: Artemis(?) five worshippers 

[LIMC Artemis 1028 Athens NM 1783 = Edwards 4] 

[LIMC Artemis 1182 Athens NM 2756 = Edwards 3] 

[LIMC Artemis 286 (= Walter #297) Athens Akropolis Museum 2596 (date?): 
Artemis (too fragmentary) 

[LIMC Artemis 418 (= Svoronos pl. 152) Athens NM 2445 4th C.: Artemis w. 
torches worshipper(?)!” 


Artemis and Apollon 
altar 


Güntner E2 (= Voutiras 1982, pl. 31.3) Athens NM 3075, 330 B.C.: Artemis w. 
torch Apollon altar worshipper omphalos phiale 

LIMC Artemis 911 (= Vermeule 1981, #62) Boston MEA 1977.171, 323 B.C.: 
Artemis(?) Apollon(?) altar four worshippers 


no altar 


+*#van Straten R74 (= LIMC Apollon 957, Artemis 1127) Brauron 1152, 340/330 
B.C.: Artemis w. torch Apollon Leto servant animal maid kiste seven 
worshippers (four children) 

Güntner E3 (= LIMC Apollon 657) Athens NM 1389, late 5th C.: Apollon 
seated on tripod Artemis Leto 

?Güntner E9 (= LIMC Artemis 1225) Brauron 1180, 420/400 B.C.: Zeus Arte- 
mis Apollon Leto deer 

*LIMC Artemis 1279 (= LIMC Asklepios 5) Athens NM 1351, 350 B.C.: Arte- 
mis Apollon palm dog snake liknon 

[Güntner E6 (= LIMC Artemis 1130) Athens NM 3917, 330 B.C.: Artemis w. 
torches Apollon Leto (too fragmentary) 

[Güntner E7 (= LIMC Apollon 731) Athens NM 3061, 330 B.C. Artemis Apol- 
lon Leto (too fragmentary) 
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Apollon 
altar 


+?#van Straten R83 (= LIMC Apollon 956) Copenhagen NCG 2309, 4th C.: 
Apollon w. kithara altar five worshippers (two children) servant kanoun 
sheep 

?#van Straten R84 (= Voutiras, 1982, pl. 30.1-2) Detroit 25.14, 4th C.: Apollon 
altar two+ worshippers servant kanoun sheep 


no altar 


?Edelmann U1 (= LIMC Apollon 418a) Aigina, second half 4th C.: Apollon 
kithara phiale worshipper omphalos 

LIMC Apollon 145c (= Walter #50) Athens Akropolis Museum 2970, 4th C.: 
Apollon worshipper 


Banquet Reliefs"? 
altar 


+*#van Straten R115 (Dentzer R 103) Athens Akropolis Museum 3013, 4th C. 
A= six worshippers (four children); B= six worshippers (four children) 
altar servant kanoun sheep maid kiste (fragmentary) 

+#van Straten R116 (Dentzer R 99) Athens Akropolis Museum 2451, 4th C.: 
hero five worshippers (two children) altar servant sheep maid (kiste?) 

#van Straten R117 (Svoronos pl. 186) Athens NM 2929, 4th C.: heroine altar 
worshipper servant kanoun 

van Straten R120 (Dentzer R 156) Athens NM 2363, 4th C.: hero heroine 
oinochoos altar (worshippers lost) 

#van Straten R121 (Dentzer R 163) Athens NM 2816, 4th C.: hero heroine 
altar servant kanoun pig (worshippers lost) 

#van Straten R122 (Dentzer R 165) Athens NM 2850, 4th C.: oinochoos altar 
three worshippers servant sheep kanoun (hero lost) 

(#)van Straten R123 (Dentzer R 177) Athens NM 2912, 4th C.: hero heroine 
altar three worshippers pig? horsehead 

+*#van Straten R124 (Dentzer R 154) Athens NM 2927, 4th C.: hero heroine 
altar? five worshippers (two children) servant kanoun pig maid kiste 

#van Straten R125 (Dentzer R 189) Athens NM 2942, 4th C.: altar worshipper(s) 
servant kanoun pig (hero lost) 

+*#van Straten R126 (Dentzer R 195) Athens NM 3873, 4th C.: hero heroine 
oinochoos horsehead altar five worshippers (three children) servant 
kanoun pig maid kiste 

#van Straten R127 (Dentzer R 201b) Athens excavation, 4th C.: hero heroine 
oinochoos altar servant kanoun pig (worshippers lost) 

+*#van Straten R128 (Dentzer R 201a) Athens excavation, 4th C.: hero hero- 
ine horsehead altar five worshippers (three children) servant kanoun pig 
maid kiste 
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#van Straten R129 (Dentzer R 466) Madrid, 4th C.: hero heroine altar wor- 
shipper servant kanoun pig (fragmentary) 

+#van Straten R130 (Dentzer R 394) Athens NM 1516, 4th C.: hero heroine 
oinochoos dog altar four worshippers (one child?) servant kanoun pig 

+#van Straten R131 (Dentzer R 402) Athens NM 1538, 4th C.: hero heroine 
oinochoos horsehead altar five worshippers (two children) servant pig 

+#van Straten R132 (Dentzer R 229) from Piraeus, 4th C.: hero heroine oino- 
choos horsehead altar five worshippers (two children) servant kanoun 
DIS 

+#van Straten R134 (Dentzer R 233) from Dagla, 4th C.: hero heroine horse- 
head altar six worshippers (three children) servant kanoun pig 

+#van Straten R135 (Dentzer R 244) market, 4th C.: hero heroine oinochoos 
altar four worshippers (two children) servant kanoun pig 

Dentzer R 100 (= Walter 115) Athens Akropolis Museum, 4th C.: altar? four 
worshippers?? (hero) heroine 


non-altar 


#van Straten R118 (Dentzer R 107) Athens Akropolis Museum 4697, 4th C.: 
hero heroine krater servant sheep kanoun (worshippers lost) 

+#van Straten R119 (Dentzer R 121) Athens Agora S 538, 4th C.: four worship- 
pers (two children) servant pig (fragmentary; perhaps with altar) 

?#van Straten R133 (Dentzer R 344) Bardo C 1200, 4th C.: hero heroine oino- 
choos two worshippers servant kanoun? pig 

+#van Straten R136 (Dentzer R 455) Rome Barracco 138, 4th C.: hero heroine 
oinochoos horsehead three worshippers (one child) servant kanoun sheep 

**van Straten R195 (Dentzer R 153) Athens NM 1537, 4th C.: oinochoos four 
worshippers (two children) maid kiste (hero lost) 

+*van Straten R197 (Dentzer R 237) Athens NM, 4th C.: hero heroine oinochoos 
horsehead four worshippers (two children) maid kiste 

*van Straten R199 (Dentzer R 205) Berlin 817, 4th C.: hero heroine two wor- 
shippers dogs maid kiste (damaged) 

**van Straten R203 (Dentzer R 440) Kassel, 4th C.: hero heroine oinochoos 
four worshippers (two children) maid kiste 

?*van Straten R206 (Dentzer R 469) Nice, 4th C.: hero heroine two worship- 
pers maid kiste 

**van Straten R207 (Dentzer R 225) Paris Louvre MA 747, Ath C.: hero hero- 
ine oinochoos horsehead six worshippers (three children) maid kiste 

*Dentzer R 119 Athens Agora S 396: hero heroine four worshippers (one 
child) 

Dentzer R 124 Athens Agora S 713: hero oinochoos 

Dentzer R 126 Athens Agora S 834: worshipper hero heroine 

Dentzer R 139 Athens Agora S 1630: worshipper hero heroine 
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+Dentzer R 143 Athens Agora 14707: two worshippers (one child) hero hero- 
ine 

Dentzer R 144 Athens NM 4802: hero heroine oinochoos 

Dentzer R 145 Athens NM 1371: three worshippers (hero) heroine oinochoos 
horsehead 

+Dentzer R 146 Athens NM 1512: three worshippers (one child) hero heroine 
oinochoos 

+Dentzer R 148 Athens NM 1518: four worshippers (two children) hero 
heroine 

Dentzer R 150 Athens NM 1523: worshipper hero heroine oinochoos 

+Dentzer R 151 Athens NM 1524: four worshippers (two children) hero 
heroine oinochoos 

+Dentzer R 152 Athens NM 1530: four worshippers (one child) hero heroine 
oinochoos? 

+Dentzer R 169b Athens NM 2904: four worshippers (two children) oinochoos 
(hero heroine) 

+Dentzer R 174 Athens NM 2909: three? worshippers (one child) hero heroi- 
ne oinochoos 

Dentzer R 186 Athens NM 2921: hero heroine oinochoos? 

+Dentzer R 192 Athens NM 3527: five worshippers (two children) hero her- 
oine oinochoos 

+Dentzer R 193 Athens NM 3715: hero heroine four worshippers (two chil- 
dren) oinochoos 

Dentzer R 194 Athens NM 3872: hero heroine oinochoos 

+Dentzer R 196 Athens NM 3937: three worshippers (one child) hero heroine 
oinochoos 

Dentzer R 197 Athens: worshipper hero heroine oinochoos 

Dentzer R 198a Athens Tower of Winds 117: oinochoos? two heroes hero- 
ine 

+Dentzer R 200 Athens four+ worshippers (two+ children) hero heroine 
oinochoos 

+Dentzer R 203 Berlin 819:?° four worshippers (two children) hero heroine 
oinochoos 

Dentzer R 204? Berlin 818 hero heroine oinochoos? 

Dentzer R 222 Athens NM 1501: worshipper?” hero heroine oinochoos 

Dentzer R 223 Piraeus 208: hero heroine oinochoos? 

Dentzer R 224 Piraeus 2: three worshippers hero heroine oinochoos? 

Dentzer R 226 Piraeus 4: three worshippers hero heroine horse plaque 

Dentzer R 228 Copenhagen NCG 1558: three worshippers hero heroine 
oinochoos 

?Dentzer R 446 Basel market: two+ worshippers hero heroine oinochoos 

?Dentzer R 470 Paris Louvre: two worshippers?” hero heroine oinochoos 
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+Dentzer R 479 Copenhagen NCG 1656: four worshippers (two children) 
hero heroine oinochoos horsehead 

+Dentzer R 483 Cambridge Fitzwilliam GR 16.1865: four worshippers (two 
children?) hero heroine oinochoos horsehead 

LIMC Pankrates 22 Fetyie Camii P76A, 4th C.: hero heroine oinochoos? wor- 
shipper 

[Dentzer R 199 Athens Kerameikos: figure in boat two heroes two hero- 
ines] 


Notes (Appendix) 


1. Güntner = Güntner 1994, van Straten = van Straten 1995, Edelmann = Edelmann 

1999, Svoronos = Svoronos 1908-37, Walter = Walter 1923, Mitropoulou Snakes 

= Mitropoulou 1977, Mangold = Mangold 1993, Vikela = Vikela 1994. The num- 

ber of worshippers given below includes children. 

This list is based on Edwards 1985. It does not include document reliefs such 

as #47 (NCG 402) in Lawton 1984 or the anomalous Agora 2905 330/320 B.C. 

(= Van Straten R101, Edwards 59) showing a dancer, a carved altar, two wor- 

shippers and a pig; “the well-made altar finds no parallel on Nymph reliefs of 

4th C.” (Edwards 640). 

“It is clear that some deities not mentioned in the “Opferordnung” [IG II2 4547] 

must also be present on the relief" (Edwards 319). 

4 The accompanying inscription (IG II2 4546) speaks of Kephisodotos establish- 
ing a bomos but there is no bomos on the relief. 

5 The boy is more likely a human than a god (Güntner 14, following Himmel- 
mann-Wildschütz 1956). 

6 Or perhaps one worshipper and a servant; the stone is very poorly preserved. 

7 Poseidon is identified as a worshipper in LIMC. 

8 "deux personnages drapés de petit format" (LIMC). 

9 

0 


N 


W 


This is incorrectly listed as NM 1416 in LIMC. 

I do not include the following fragmentary reliefs: LIMC Pankrates 10 (Fetiye 

Camii P34B), LIMC Zeus 149 (Athens NM G95), LIMC Zeus 209 (= Artemis 1280 

= Edwards 14), LIMC 210 (= Dentzer R 228), van Straten R46 Eleusis 5126. The 

banquet relief found in the Pankrates sanctuary Fetiye Camii P76A (= LIMC 

Zeus 22) is listed with the other banquet reliefs. 

11 There are probably no children. 

12 Ido not include document reliefs (Mangold 6.1, 6.3, 8.2, 9.2, LIMC 606-9, Law- 
ton passim), LIMC Demeter 449 (= Svoronos pl. 256) Athens NM 2668 showing 
a series of gods; Svoronos 71 pl. 244 (not seen); Edelmann U27 Athens Akro- 
polis Museum 3003 (+2413?) 4th C. (too fragmentary). 

13 He is a naked “fat baby”. 

14 No altar or animal is likely. 

15 No altar or animal is likely. 

16 The worshipper is facing away from Artemis, suggesting that there is another 
set of gods (and perhaps an altar) missing. 

17 The worshipper is the same size as the god. 
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18 I do not indicate kline and table, which are always found with the hero, or 
krater, which is always found with oinochoos. 

19 Three worshippers with somewhat larger figure approach the kline. 

20 Dentzer fig. 461, mislabelled R 202. 

21 The worshipper is the same size as hero and heroine. 

22 What looks like a basket is probably a krater on a stand (see Dentzer R 446). 

23 They are the same size as the hero and heroine. 
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Banishing Plague: 
Asklepios, Athens, and the Great 
Plague Reconsidered 


Bronwen Wickkiser 


The cult of the renowned healing god Asklepios arrived in Athens from 
his sanctuary at Epidauros in the Peloponnese in 420/19 B.C.! Asklepios’ 
arrival in Athens has often been attributed to the great plague that deci- 
mated Attika in the early years of the Peloponnesian War: it is said that 
plague created the need for a healing god, and since Athens' resident heal- 
ing gods were unsuccessful in banishing the pestilence, Athens imported 
Epidaurian Asklepios.* This paper reexamines the evidence for the great 
plague and Athens' reaction to it, as well as evidence for the nature of 
Asklepios-cult, and argues that plague alone cannot well account for the 
cult's importation to Athens. 


Sources and motives for Asklepios' arrival in Athens 


No ancient source explains the reasons for the importation of Asklepios-cult 
to Athens. In fact, only one ancient source addresses the cult's importation at 
all: the Telemachos Monument, named after the man it celebrates for his part 
in establishing Asklepios' sanctuary on the south slope of the Athenian Ak- 
ropolis? This now-fragmentary monument -— consisting of an inscribed stele 
surmounted by reliefs depicting scenes from the cult— provides important 
information about the early history of Asklepios-cult in Athens, including the 
year of the god's arrival.* It does not, however, state why the cult was im- 
ported nor does it make any reference to plague as Thukydides describes it. 

Scholars have inferred from events in the 420s B.C. that plague prompted 
Athens to import the cult. In the summer of 430 B.C. a major plague broke 
out in Attica, with recurrent outbreaks until the winter of 426/5 B.C. Thuky- 
dides vividly recounts the suffering and loss caused by the plague and the 
failure of the gods to help (Thuc. 2.47-54). Athens was surely desperate for 
a cure and so, it is argued, Athens imported the successful new healing god 
Asklepios from Epidauros, just across the Saronic Gulf, where his sanctuary 
had already attracted panhellenic fame.” 

This makes sense: Asklepios was a healer and Athens had a major epi- 
demic on its hands. Or did it? The chronology of events leaves a remarkable 
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gap between cause and effect. Asklepios arrived in Athens ten years after 
the plague initially struck, and six years after its last major outbreak.° 


Plague and the Peloponnesian War 


To explain the gap between the last outbreak of the plague and the importa- 
tion of Asklepios-cult, Jon Mikalson has argued that the Peloponnesian War 
hindered Athens from importing the cult until 420 B.C. He reasons that 
because Epidauros lay in enemy territory, Athens had to wait until the Peace 
of Nikias in 421 B.C. to successfully obtain the cult.” The war did have a 
major impact on Athens’ importation of Asklepios, as I have argued else- 
where, but it is not certain that war in itself would have prevented the god’s 
importation.’ 

In the Classical period, efforts were made at maintaining cult and festival 
traditions, even among warring states. Sacred truces, for example, were 
declared between enemy states to allow for participation in panhellenic 
festivals.? Matthew Dillon notes that these truces were observed with few 
exceptions.'? While a clause in the Peace of Nikias guaranteeing safe passage 
to those wishing to consult oracles or visit common sanctuaries indicates 
that the Peloponnesian War posed hindrances (Thuc. 5.18.2), there is no 
reason to suppose that the dangers prompting this clause were operative 
throughout the first ten years of the war. Moreover, efforts such as sacred 
truces to support panhellenic festival activity during wartime suggest that 
Athens might have negotiated the importation despite the war, especially 
given the dire circumstances of the plague as Thukydides describes it.!! 

More striking, however, is the fact that Athens could have imported 
Asklepios-cult from a city other than Epidauros. Although Epidauros was 
the most popular of the god's sanctuaries at the time, it was not the only one 
nor did it control a monopoly on the export of Asklepios. According to Stra- 
bon, the earliest sanctuary of Asklepios was at Trikka in Thessaly (Strabon 
9.5.17 [C 437]).? This sanctuary later exported Asklepios-cult to other cities." 
Thessaly, moreover, was an ally of Athens throughout much of the fifth 
century B.C. and therefore would not have presented Athens with the same 
problems entailed in obtaining a cult from a Peloponnesian city during the 
Peloponnesian War. Aristophanes' Wasps produced in 422 B.C. mentions 
another sanctuary of Asklepios, this one on Aigina (Vesp. 121-3).'* Aigina's 
proximity to Athens, as well as reference to the sanctuary in a comedy pro- 
duced for an Athenian audience, indicate that Athenians were familiar with 
this sanctuary. Moreover, Aigina had been a member of the Delian League 
since 458/7 B.C. when compelled to join (Thuc. 1.108.4), and in 431 BC, 
Athens colonized the island and evicted at least some of its inhabitants (Thuc. 
2.27.1). All of this indicates that Athens exerted considerable control over 
the island and probably also its cults." If Athens had needed Asklepios in 
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particular because of plague, then Athens could have imported the god 
earlier in the 420s B.C. from another center of his cult. 

Instead, sources indicate that Athenians turned to other gods for assistance 
in averting the plague, like Apollon AAeéixkakoc and Herakles AAg&ikaxog, 
literally “Warder off of evil." According to Pausanias, Apollon received the 
epithet AAe£(kaxoc for ending the Athenian plague (Paus. 1.3.4), and a 
scholiast to Aristophanes' Frogs gives the same reason for Herakles' epithet 
AAe&(kaxoc (schol. ad Ar. Ran. 501).'° According to Diodoros, Athens puri- 
fied Apollon's island Delos in the winter of 426/5 B.C. in order to end the 
plague (Diod. Sic. 12.58.6-7). Other cities struck by the same plague are 
likewise said to have turned to gods other than Asklepios. Pan Luterios is 
credited with ending the plague in Troizen (Paus. 2.32.6) and Apollon with 
ending the plague in Kleonai (Paus. 10.11.15). 

Of course, all of these sources are late and problematic. The evidence 
Pausanias and the scholiast to the Frogs adduce for linking Apollon and 
Herakles to the plague are statues of each as Alexikakos crafted by Kalamis 
and Ageladas, respectively; but these artists, if the same as the famous fifth- 
century B.C. sculptors, were active too early in the century to have produced 
statues as late as the 420s.'” Regarding Delos, Thukydides, too, speaks of its 
purification (Thuc. 3.104). But while the purification coincides chronologi- 
cally with mention of the last outbreak of the plague in his account, Thuky- 
dides does not associate these events. 

However problematic and ultimately inaccurate these accounts may be, 
it is nonetheless striking that no ancient source credits Asklepios, the healing 
god par excellence of the Greco-Roman world, with ending the plague of the 
420s. This suggests that Asklepios was not associated with the cessation of 
this plague in Athens or anywhere else. It also suggests that Asklepios was 
not perceived as a plague-healing god generally in antiquity; otherwise, 
some ancient source would probably have given such a prominent healing 
god the credit for Athens. In this case, silence is eloquent. 


Healing in Asklepios-cult 


What we know of Asklepios' healing is consistent with this silence. I am 
aware of only two instances where Asklepios is given any credit for treating 
plague, and both require caveats. The first instance is Rome, which in ca. 
291 B.C. imported Asklepios (or Aesculapius, as the Romans called him) 
from Epidauros in response, ancient sources say, to a plague. But these 
sources date more than two-and-a-half centuries after the importation and 
may reflect a geographic and/or temporal shift in perception about what the 
god was capable of healing.” For instance, Livy, who is the earliest of these 
sources, has a penchant for medical metaphor that may have carried over 
into his discussion of Aesculapius. It is possible that he conflated an actual 
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plague with political and military threats to Rome that more immediately 
motivated the importation from Epidauros, especially given that Rome was 
beginning its military contact with Greece. The other instance is Ailios 
Aristeides, a second-century A.D. orator and fervent devotee of Asklepios. 
In the Sacred Tales, where he recounts his interactions with Asklepios, he 
thanks Asklepios and Athena together for saving him from a plague in A.D. 
165 (Or. 48.37-45, 50.9), but Athena plays a much greater role in this event 
than does Asklepios, and her participation here (her presence otherwise in 
the Sacred Tales is rare) suggests that Asklepios alone was unable to cure 
Aristeides of this ailment. 

The lack of evidence for Asklepios as a plague-healer can be explained 
in large part by the sorts of illness Asklepios is known to have treated. The 
vast majority of ailments recorded on healing inscriptions and dedications, 
and those described by literary sources as having been cured by the god, are 
chronic conditions. Among the earliest recorded cases, which date no later 
than the fourth century B.C., are blindness, deafness, baldness, infertility, 
prolonged pregnancies, festering sores, paralysis, tumors, gout, muteness, 
dropsy, stones in the penis, ulcers, abscesses, persistent headache accompa- 
nied by insomnia, stomach disorder, worms in the belly, leeches in the chest, 
lice, and even a case of epilepsy?! These are not typically fatal ailments, but 
recurrent or lingering ones.? 

Since plague was often fatal, especially the great plague as described by 
Thukydides, it is not the sort of illness Asklepios would have treated. A much 
more likely deity to help against plague was Asklepios' father Apollon who 
could banish from (or send upon) communities en masse the miasma believed 
to be responsible for such pestilence.” And as we have seen, ancient sourc- 
es credit Apollon, not Asklepios, with ending the plague of the 420s B.C. 


Conclusions 


It is unlikely that plague, even the great plague that afflicted so many Athe- 
nians including prominent leaders like Perikles, was the most immediate 
factor motivating the importation of Asklepios-cult. I do not mean to imply 
that plague had nothing to do with the arrival of Asklepios in Athens. Quite 
the contrary. The physical suffering and death left in its wake, exacerbated 
by ailments due to the war, must have increased anxiety about health and 
healthcare, and any healing god would have been welcome.” But in 420 B.C., 
Asklepios arrived too late and without the proper credentials to relieve 
Athens of the plague itself. 

It is much more likely that a constellation of factors motivated Asklepios’ 
importation to Athens, nor should we assume, simply because Asklepios is 
a healing god, that all or even the most important of these factors concerned 
physical health. Political and military concerns must have played a prominent 
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role as well given not only Athenian precedent for importing or modifying 
cults in response to territorial interests, but given also the context of the 
Peloponnesian War and the Peloponnesian origin of the cult.”° 
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Notes 


1 The source for the date is SEG 25.226, an inscription that records the arrival of 
Asklepios in Athens and the early development of his sanctuary on the south 
slope of the Akropolis. On the inscription and the larger monument of which 
it is a part (known as the Telemachos Monument), see n. 3 and 4 below. 

2 E.g., Kern (1963, vol. 2, 312) attributes the god’s arrival to his having helped 

against the great plague; Dodds (1951, 193 with n. 83) speculates that the god’s 

fame at Athens dates from the same plague; Mikalson (1984, 220) argues that 
the memory of the plague was one of the reasons Athens imported the god; 

Garland (1992, 130-2) states, “The cult was established primarily in connection 

with the plague which broke out in Athens in 430”; Parker (1996, 180) agrees 

with Mikalson that the plague and importation were connected, but adds that 

Asklepios would have arrived in Athens eventually regardless of plague. 

SEG 25.226 = IG IP? 4961 + 4960, associated by Bescht 1967-8; and Beschi 1982 

(anew fragment). For a reconstruction of the monument and discussion of its 

complex iconography, see Beschi 1967-8; Beschi 1982; Beschi 2002, 19-29; see 

Riethmüller 2005, vol. 1, 241-50, for further bibliography and discussion. The 

only other reference to the importation is the twelfth-century Etymologicum 

Magnum, which states that the poet Sophokles was called “Dexion,” or “Re- 

ceiver,” for having received Asklepios into his own oikia and setting up an altar 

to the god (Et.M. sv Ae&ícv"). Sources beginning in the third century A.D. 

indicate that Sophokles composed a paean to Asklepios (Lukian Dem.Enc. 27, 

Philostr. VA 3.17, Philostr.Jun. Im. 13; a portion of a paean by Sophokles, prob- 

ably to Asklepios, is preserved in a third-century A.D. inscription —IG IP? 4510, 

part of a larger monument known as the Sarapion Monument, for which see 

Oliver 1936 [who argues that the paean does not celebrate Asklepios], SEG 

28.225, and Aleshire 1991, 49-74). It is possible that the Sophokles-Dexion tradi- 
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tion arose in the Hellenistic period or later as a result of this paean, even though 
none of the sources for the paean associate it in any way with Asklepios' ar- 
rival. On fictionalizing within Hellenistic biographies, including that of Sophok- 
les, see Lefkowitz 1981. For ancient testimonia and recent bibliography on 
Sophokles' relationship to Asklepios, see Clinton 1994, 25 with ns. 26-7; also 
Connolly 1998, who concludes that Dexion was not the heroized Sophokles. 
Some have argued that Telemachos' involvement in establishing the god's 
sanctuary demonstrates that the cult was a "private" foundation, and that the 
city had little involvement in the effort. See, e.g., Aleshire 1989, 7; Garland 1992, 
128-30; Stafford 2000, 155 with n. 33. Two cautions must be raised. First, the 
inscription on the Telemachos Monument mentions Telemachos' involvement 
only in transferring the cult from the Eleusinion to the god's permanent sanc- 
tuary on the south slope of the Akropolis; it does not indicate that Telemachos 
was responsible for bringing the cult from Epidauros to Athens. Second, even 
if Telemachos had played a larger role in the importation, the Athenian as- 
sembly would nevertheless have had to approve both the importation itself 
and the placement of the cult on the slopes of the newly refurbished Akropo- 
lis. On the role of the demos in approving new cults, see Rudhardt 1960, 92-3; 
Garland 1984, 78; 1992, 19; Clinton 1994, 24-5 and 28; Parker 1996, 180 and 
214-7; Price 1999, 76-8. Recent work on this sanctuary by Vanda Papaefthimiou, 
and by Jesper Tae Jensen and Mihaelis Lefantzis, sheds valuable new light on 
the cult; see their contributions in this volume. 

The panhellenic nature of the cult in the fifth century B.C. is attested by the 
iamata, or healing narratives inscribed on stelai erected in the sanctuary (IG IV? 
121-4). Although the earliest of the Epidaurian iamata were inscribed in the 
fourth century B.C., LiDonnici (1995, 76-82) has convincingly argued that they 
narrate events that took place in the fifth century B.C. These iamata often men- 
tion the city from which a visitor traveled, and in the earliest iamata include 
Pellene, Athens, Thessaly, and Epidauros itself. Moreover, Pind. Nem. 3.84 and 
5.52, and Isth. 8.68, all mention athletic contests at Epidauros in which victors 
from Aigina competed. 

The plague, although over, had a lingering impact that surely added to Askle- 
pios' appeal. In his description of preparations for the expedition to Sicily in 
415 B.C., Thukydides remarks that Athens had only recently recovered from 
the plague (Thuc. 6.12.1, 6.26.2). My thanks to Carol Lawton for bringing these 
references to my attention. The identity of the plague has long been debated, 
and suggestions include measles, typhus, smallpox, and Ebola; for bibliography, 
see Mikalson 1984, n. 1. More recently, a study of ancient dental pulp from a 
mass grave in the Kerameikos cemetery of Athens, published in the Interna- 
tional Journal of Infectious Diseases in 2006, argues that typhoid fever was a 
probable cause of the plague. On the rhetoric of Thukydides and the likelihood 
of his having embellished the severity of the plague, see Woodman 1988, 1-69, 
esp. 28-40. 

Mikalson 1984, 220; also Parker 1996, 180. 

In Wickkiser 2008, ch. 4-6, I argue that Athens imported Epidauros' signature 
cult as a way of opening diplomatic relations with this city whose geography 
(on major sea and land routes between Attica and the Peloponnese) made it 
critical to Athenian success against Peloponnesian aggression. Athens' interest 
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in Epidauros during the First Peloponnesian War, during the first ten years of 
the Peloponnesian War, and in 419 B.C. when hostilities resumed subsequent 
to the Peace of Nikias, all indicate its strategic importance to Athens (Thuc. 
1.105.1, 2.56.4-5, 4.45.2, 5.58, 5.56.1-2; Diod. Sic. 11.78). 

Dillon 1997, 1-26. These truces guaranteed safe passage through warring ter- 
ritories for those attending particular festivals. 

Dillon 1997, 4. 

Nor was negotiation the only method of obtaining a cult. Mikalson (1984, 220) 
proposes that Athens tried to appropriate the cult by force in the first year of 
the war when Athenian troops unsuccessfully attacked Epidauros. 

No conclusive evidence corroborates Strabon's statement. Strabon 14.1.39 [C 
647]; Hyg. Fab. 14.21; and Euseb. Praep.Ev. 3.14.6 all mention Trikka as the 
birthplace of Asklepios. In the Iliad, Machaon and Podaleirios are said to be 
from Trikka, which may be the source of Strabon's claim (Hom. Il. 2.729-33, 
4.198-202; cf. Eustath. Il. 2.729 and 4.202). A fifth-century B.C. coin depicting 
Asklepios has been found in neighboring Larissa, as have coins of the fourth 
century B.C. in Trikka (the coin from Trikka: LIMC 11.2, s.v. ‘Asklepios,’ nos. 40, 
52; the coin from Larissa: A Catalogue of the Greek Coins, British Museum, 7.28.44). 
Excavators have identified a site at Trikka as an Asklepieion on tentative mate- 
rial evidence. On Asklepieia in Thessaly, including Trikka, see Melfi 2003, 
418-37; Riethmüller 2005, vol. 1, 91-106; vol. 2, 289-315. 

E.g., to Gerenia in Messenia: Strabon 8.4.4 [C 360]; to Kos: Herondas 2.97, 4.1-2. 
See also Edelstein 1945, vol. 2, 238-42. 

No remains of this sanctuary have yet been located. 

On Athens' colonization of Aigina, see Figueira 1991. In 405 B.C., Lysander 
returned the island to the Aiginetans (Xen. Hell. 2.2.9). 

According to the Presbeutikos, a speech ascribed to Hippokrates' son Thessalos, 
Hippokrates traveled to Delphi to ask Apollon to save the Greeks from plague 
(Presb. 7 = Littré 9.418-20). Smith (1990, 3) argues that this plague, which came 
from the north and threatened the entire Greek mainland, is not based on an 
historical event. Jouanna (1999, 32) argues that if the plague is historical, the 
chronology of the speech indicates that it must have occurred during the years 
419-416 B.C. On the pseudepigraphia of Hippokrates, see Smith 1990; Pinault 
1992, esp. 35-60 as it relates to the plague. 

For sources and bibliography on Ageladas and Kalamis, see Pollitt 1990, 32-3, 
46-8. It is possible that their statues of Apollon and Herakles, sculpted earlier 
in the century, acquired the title Alexikakos at the time of the plague; see Har- 
rison 1996, 65. On dangers of using late sources as evidence for the association 
of fifth-century B.C. monuments with the plague, see also Keesling 2005, esp. 
67-70 with n. 90. 

Apollon's role in averting the plague in Athens is striking inasmuch as Apollon- 
cult was never strong there, possibly because of his association with Delos from 
which Athens moved the treasury of the Delian League. Gomme (1956, 414), 
Garland (1992, 131), and Parker (1996, 150) argue that plague did motivate the 
purification of Delos. Mikalson (1984, 221-2 and 224) argues against a causal 
link since, according to Thukydides, the purification was carried out in response 
to an oracle, and Thuc. 2.47.4 had claimed that oracles were useless against the 
plague. Mikalson (1984, 224) further argues that Athens' destruction and de- 
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secration of Delion in winter 424/3 B.C. suggest “either the Athenians had a 
very short memory or else they did not credit Apollon with assistance in end- 
ing the pestilence.” For the presence of Asklepios-cult at Delos, see Melfi 2007, 
456-69. 

For ancient accounts of Aesculapius’ importation to Rome, see Edelstein 1945, 
vol. 1, T 845-55. 

See Wickkiser 2003, ch. 7-9. 

These cases are reported in fourth-century B.C. iamata from Epidauros. lamata 
have also been found at Asklepios' sanctuary at Lebena on Krete (ICr I, xvii, 
8-24, dating to the second century B.C.), at Rome (IGUR 148, dating to the 
second century A.D.), and at Pergamon (AvP VIII 3). Strabon 8.6.15 (C 374) 
reports that there were iamata also at Asklepios' sanctuary at Trikka in Thes- 
saly, and on Kos (as does Pliny NH 29.1 and 29.4, quoting Varro), but none of 
these have been recovered. On the Epidaurian iamata, see also n. 5 above. 

On the chronic nature of the ailments Asklepios treated, see also Nutton 2004, 
109; and for a remarkable parallel, see Park 1992, 72-5, on chronic cases typical 
of the healing of early Christian saints. I have argued elsewhere that Asklepios, 
by treating chronic cases, picked up where Hippokratic medicine left off inas- 
much as chronic ailments are among the sorts of illnesses that, according to 
fifth-century B.C. medical treatises, physicians deemed beyond the limits of 
their techne, or craft (Wickkiser 2006). The popularity of Asklepios-cult begin- 
ning in the late fifth century B.C. was fueled in large part by Asklepios' ability 
to fill this particular void; see Wickkiser 2008, ch. 1-3. 

On miasma and plague, see Parker 1983, 271-6. 

The iamata from Epidauros include among the ailments cured by Asklepios 
weapon wounds, like spearheads and arrowheads (IG IV? I 121.95-7, IG IV? I 
122.55-60; the latter is said to have been incurred “in some battle,” £u näxaı 
tıví), and the earliest literary evidence for Asklepios places his sons Machaon 
and Podaleirios on the battlefield of Troy where they perform the invaluable 
service of treating the most difficult war wounds (Hom. Il. 4.193-218, 11.833-6). 
It is therefore likely that some soldiers, especially those suffering hard-to-treat 
wounds like those mentioned in the Epidaurian iamata, would have sought 
Asklepios' help. Lawton (forthcoming) argues that the war and plague had a 
direct impact on the dedication of votive reliefs to Asklepios in Athens, which 
begin to appear around 420 B.C. in the Agora. 

Prominent examples are the cult of Theseus, whose mythology by the late sixth 
century B.C. included a cycle of labors reflecting contemporary Athenian inter- 
est in the Megarid (Walker 1995; Calame 1996, 421-32); the cult of Bendis im- 
ported into Piraieus in ca. 430 B.C. probably to consolidate an alliance with 
Thrace (Nilsson 1951, 45-8; Garland 1992, 112-3); and the Dioskouroi whose 
prevalence and changing iconography in Attic vase painting during the fifth 
century suggest Athenian interest in co-opting these Spartan heroes (Shapiro 
1999). The limits of this paper do not allow me to make the full argument here, 
but see Wickkiser 2008, ch. 4-6, and n. 8 above. 
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Der Altar des Asklepieions von Athen 


Vanda Papaefthymiou 


Im Jahr 420/19 v. Chr. gründete der Privatmann Telemachos aus dem Demos 
Acharnai das Athener Asklepieion. Das neue Heiligtum wurde im freien 
Raum am Südabhang der Akropolis, nordwestlich des Dionysostheaters, 
eingerichtet (Abb. 1). Zu diesem Asklepiosheiligtum existiert eine Tempel- 
chronik in Form eines Pfeilers, der ein Doppelrelief trägt. Auf dem Pfeiler 
ist eine Inschrift mit der Gründungslegende des Asklepieions angebracht. 
Nach dem in der Inschrift erwähnten Gründer wird die Doppelstele auch 
das Telemachosmonument genannt (Abb. 2).! 

Die Ikonographie des Telemachosmonuments - dargestellt ist die Ankunft 
des Gottes und seiner Tochter Hygieia in Athen - ist einmalig und absolut 
untypisch, wie A. Verbanck-Pierard richtig bemerkt hat: das Monument 
wurde bestellt, um einen bestimmten historischen Vorgang festzuhalten? 
Die Inschrift auf dem Telemachosmonument berichtet, dass Asklepios aus 
Epidauros, dem Zentrum seines Kultes in klassischer Zeit, über das Meer 
kam und zunächst im Hafen Zea an Land ging. Von dort aus gelangte er 
nach Athen, wo er im Monat Boedromion, am dritten Tag der großen eleu- 
sinischen Mysterien, eintraf. Die Kerykes, die Priester des Eleusinions am 
Südabhang der Akropolis, traten einen Teil des Heiligtums der Demeter und 
Kore an den neuen Heilgott ab. Daraus ist wohl abzuleiten, dass die Einfüh- 
rung des Gottes in Athen auf langfristige Planung durch das athenische 
Priestertum zurückgeht.? Pausanias (2.26.8) berichtet, dass ab diesem Zeit- 
punkt der dritte Tag der eleusinischen Mysterien, der 18. Boedromion, im 
athenischen Festkalender Epidauria genannt worden sei, und dass Asklepios 
von da ab als "athenischer Gott" betrachtet wurde. 

Im letzten Viertel des 5. Jhs. v. Chr. besaf$ das Heiligtum einen Tempel 
und einen Altar des Gottes sowie ein hólzernes Propylon an seinem Eingang. 
Eine Stoa ionischer Ordnung, die als Xenon diente,* wurde, nach M. Korrés,° 
um die Zeit der Gründung des Heiligtums errichtet (Abb. 1). 

Aus der Inschrift IG IP? 43556 ist außerdem zu entnehmen, dass Telemachos 
dem Asklepios und seinen Kindern, sowie anderen Gottheiten, deren Namen 
in der Inschrift nicht mehr zu lesen sind, einen Altar weihte.’ Es ist bekannt, 
dass in antiken Heiligtümern der Altar geweiht wurde, wenn das erste Opfer 
für den Gott bzw. die Gótter stattfand. Ab diesem Zeitpunkt bleibt der Altar 
in der Regel an seinem Ort, auch wenn Umbauten am Heiligtum vorgenom- 
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men werden." Der Altar stand vor der Front des Tempels, ist aber nicht zu 
diesem hin orientiert, sondern dorthin, von wo man sich die Gottheit wirkend 
dachte. Man wendete sich also nicht zum Tempel hin, um zu opfern, sondern 
gewöhnlich nach Osten.? Daher sind die Fundamente des hier zu besprechen- 
den Monuments, das an dem zu erwartenden Ort, etwa 17 m östlich des 
Tempels liegt, unabhàngig davon, in welche Zeit sie zu datieren sind (s.u.), 
sicher die Fundamente eines Altars. Die Spuren des Altars im Asklepieion 
sind also nicht gänzlich verloren gegangen, wie behauptet wurde TI! Bemer- 
kenswert ist es auch, dass sich die Fundamente des Altars (5,80 m) und des 
Tempels (5,90 m) in der Breite fast entsprechen, was auch bei anderen Heilig- 
tümern vorkommt, so z. B. beim Asklepieion von Korinth'! oder beim Zeus- 
tempel von Nemea." 

Im Asklepieion wurde nach der Inschrift IG IP 974 zu Ehren des Gottes 
auf dem Altar dreimal pro Jahr geopfert: Erstens beim Fest der Epidauria 
am 18. Boedromion, dem dritten Tag der eleusinischen Mysterienfeier. Der 
Archon Basileus war an diesem Tag für die Durchführung einer pompe zu 
Ehren des Asklepios verantwortlich.? Zweitens fand das Fest der Asklepieia 
am 8. Elaphebolion statt, zur Zeit der stádtischen Dionysien; es war ebenfalls 
mit einem Opfer für den Gott verbunden. Schließlich bringt der Priester des 
Asklepios am Fest der Heroa ein Rinderopfer dar: 
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Abb. 2. Rekonstruktion- 
szeichnung des Telemachos- 
monuments (nach Beschi 
2002, 23, Fig. 7). 
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Außerdem waren alle drei Feste mit Nachtfeiern verbunden. Es ist auch 
bekannt, dass nach einer alten Sitte, welche später durch einen Volksbe- 
schluss bestätigt wurde, die Ärzte der Stadt zweimal im Jahr im Asklepieion 
ein Opfer darbrachten.'* 

Obwohl die Gründung des Asklepiosheiligtums in Athen ursprünglich 
auf private Initiative zurückging, wurde der Kult des Gottes sehr populär 
und schnell bedeutender als die Kulte der älteren und etablierten athenischen 
Heilgottheiten, wie Athena Hygieia, Zeus Hypsistos und Amynos, der Heil- 
heros Athens, dessen Priester der große Tragödiendichter Sophokles gewe- 
sen ist. 

Sophokles hat nach den antiken Schriftquellen als erster in Athen den 
Gott empfangen. Er hat auch einen Paian zu Ehren des Gottes gedichtet, 
der bis zum Ende der Antike gesungen wurde.!* 

Auch aus Inschriften geht hervor, dass der Kult des Asklepios mit der 
Zeit sehr populàr geworden ist. Zu diesem Aufschwung wird entscheidend 
beigetragen haben, dass der Kult um die Mitte des 4. Jhs. v. Chr. verstaatlicht 
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Abb. 3. Grundriss des Altars vor der Ausgrabung. 


wurde." Die Ehrung eines Priesters des Asklepios, Theophanes aus dem 
Demos Acharnai, durch die Polis (IG IP 3044604) zeigt, dass die Stadt in der 
Mitte des 4. Jhs. v. Chr. den Kult des Asklepios im Heiligtum übernommen 
hatte. Das Dekret wurde dann auf Staatskosten im stádtischen Asklepieion 
aufgestellt. Als Beispiel dient auch das bekannte Weihrelief der Ärzte an 
Asklepios und die eleusinischen Göttinnen aus der Mitte des 4. Jhs. v. Chr 
Auf dem Relief werden links Asklepios, Demeter und Kore wiedergegeben 
und rechts insgesamt 6 Männer (5 davon Ärzte), die inschriftlich benannt 
und bekränzt sind. Nach Ansicht von S. Aleshire dankt die Stadt mit dieser 
Ehrung durch Kränze den Ärzten, die zur Durchsetzung der städtischen 
Kontrollen im Asklepieion beigetragen haben.'? 

Die wachsenden Bedürfnisse des Heiligtums führten zum Neubau von 
Monumenten: am Ende des 4. Jhs. v. Chr. wird nach Aussage der Bauin- 
schrift? eine zweistóckige Halle dorischer Ordnung gebaut, die als Abaton 
(d.h. als Raum für den Inkubationsschlaf) diente (Abb. 1). In die Halle” 
einbezogen wurden der heilige Bothros und eine Quelle, die sich in einer 
Hóhle im Akropolisfelsen befand. U. Kóhler und nach ihm F. Robert? 
stellten fest, dass der runde, von Mauerwerk umgebene, und mit einem 
Baldachin überdeckte Bothros dem Kult der Heroen geweiht war und bei 
den Heroa eine Rolle spielte.? Wegen der chthonischen Natur des Kultes 
folgerten sie, dass der Bothros für diesen Zweck am besten geeignet sei, 
und erklärten ihn als die alte Opferstátte, an welcher zu den Heroa geop- 
fert wurde.” 
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Abb. 4. Grundriss des Altars nach der Ausgrabung. 


Der Altar des Asklepieions befindet sich, wie gesagt, etwa 17 m östlich 
vom Tempel. Er liegt aber nicht in derselben Achse wie dieser, sondern er 
ist gegenüber dem Tempel etwas nach Süden verschoben (Abb. 1). 

Die Baugeschichte des Altars in der Antike ist heute nicht mehr genau 
rekonstruierbar; wir wissen aber, dass der Altar sowie der Tempel des As- 
klepios in frühchristlicher Zeit (nach der Mitte des 5. Jhs. n. Chr.) in das 
Mittelschiff einer großen christlichen Basilika aufgenommen wurde. 

Das Monument wurde 1876 von der Griechischen Archäologischen Ge- 
sellschaft unter der Leitung von S. Koumanoudis zusammen mit dem Hei- 
ligtum ausgegraben.” Im topographischen Plan des Architekten M. Lambert 
von 1877?6 sieht man, dass von dem Altar nur die Fundamente erhalten sind. 
Aleshire notierte,” dass die Erde um den Altar bis zum Niveau des natür- 
lichen Felsens abgegraben wurde (Abb. 3). 

Der Altar hat eine Lànge von 5,90 m; die Schmalseiten sind 3,40 m breit 
(Abb. 4).°® Er besteht hauptsächlich aus Kalksteinen,? die untereinander 
nicht durch horizontale Eisenklammern verbunden sind. Nur die vier Eck- 
steine tragen rechteckige Einlassungen mit Gusskanälen für die Aufstellung 
der Steinplatten, aus denen der Aufbau des Altars besteht. Zwei rechteckige 
Einarbeitungen auf dem nördlichen und dem südlichen Eckstein der west- 
lichen Seite des Altars waren wohl für die Befestigung von Stelen oder So- 


72 Vanda Papaefthymiou 


Abb. 5. Innerer Teil des Altars der nur mit Erde gefüllt ist (Photo vom N und S). 


ckeln bestimmt. Festzuhalten ist, dass nicht alle Steine des Fundaments aus 
Piräuskalk bestehen: Drei der vier im Inneren des Altars eingesetzten Steine 
bestehen aus anderem Material, nämlich aus hymettischen Marmor sowie 
aus Burgkalk, d.h. Kalkstein des Akropolisfelsens (Abb. 4). 

Auf der östlichen Langseite ist der dritte Stein von Norden, der wie die 
anderen aus Piräuskalk besteht, mit dem Zahneisen sehr gut geglättet, und 
trägt in der Mitte seiner Schmalseiten Einlassungen für Eisenklammern. 
Einen Hinweis auf die Zweitverwendung dieses Bauteils im Fundament 
des Altars gibt die Tatsache, dass die Klammerlöcher auf den Nachbarstei- 
nen keine Entsprechung haben.’ Überhaupt sind die einzelnen Funda- 
mentblöcke des Monuments untereinander nicht mit Klammern verbun- 
den. 

Es ist möglich, dass die Piräuskalksteine des Fundaments auf eine frühe- 
re Phase hindeuten, d.h. dass sie von einem früheren Asklepiosaltar am 
selben Ort stammen und hier wiederverwendet sind.?! 

Das Innere des Altars ist nicht ganz mit Steinen ausgefüllt, ein Teil davon 
entlang der östlichen Seite des Monuments (Länge: 2,90 m, Breite: 0,65 m) 
ist nur mit Erde gefüllt (Abb. 5). Schon der erste Plan des Altars von Lambert 
zeigt diesen Befund bereits nach der ersten Ausgrabung des Heiligtums im 
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Jahr 1876. Es ist schwer zu beurteilen, ob dieser Teil des Altars ehemals 
ebenfalls mit Steinen gefüllt war, und wann gegebenenfalls diese Steine 
entfernt worden sind (in der Antike oder zu einem späteren Zeitpunkt). 


Die neuen Grabungen 


Insgesamt sechs Grabungsflächen wurden angelegt, zwei im inneren Teil 
des Monuments und vier außerhalb, jeweils an den Ecken des Altars. 

Die Ausgrabung im inneren Teil des Monuments fand in zwei Bereichen 
statt: erstens in dem Teil des Altars, der nur mit Erde gefüllt war (Abb. 6) 
und zweitens unter den drei eingesetzten Steinen aus heterogenem Materi- 
al, die schon erwähnt wurden (Abb. 7). Die Hebung dieser Steine war zu 
Restaurierungszwecken notwendig geworden. Nach der Restaurierung wur- 
den sie wieder an ihren Platz gebaut. 

Die Ausgrabung in der Nordhälfte des Altars im inneren wie im äußeren 
Teil, zeigte, dass der natürliche Fels nur 0,05 m unterhalb der Oberfläche der 
Grabung lag, mit anderen Worten: Die nördliche Hälfte des Altars sitzt fast 
direkt auf dem anstehenden Fels (Abb. 8). Nach Süden hin fällt der Hang 
ab; unter der Südseite des Monuments liegt deshalb eine etwa 0,30 m hohe 
Aufschüttung; ebenso sind die Fundamentblöcke etwa ab der Mitte des 
Monuments mit kleineren Steinen unterfüttert worden (Abb. 9). 

Ein bedeutendes Ergebnis der Ausgrabungen innerhalb und außerhalb 
des Altars ist die Entdeckung von insgesamt neun Gruben, die in den an- 
stehenden Fels gehauen sind (Abb. 10).? Diese Gruben haben verschiedene 
Grundrisse (viereckig oder oval) und unterschiedliche Tiefe. Beispiele sind 
die Gruben Nr. IV, die sich an der südlichen Außenseite des Altares befindet 
(1,10 x 0,75 m; Tiefe 0,52 m) (Abb. 11) und die Grube Nr. V an der Ostseite 
des Altars (0,63 x 0,54 m; Tiefe 0,39 m) (Abb. 12). Wie man im Abb. 10 sieht, 
sind diese Gruben nicht in regelmäßigen Reihen angelegt. 

Folgende Merkmale sind den Gruben gemeinsam: Erstens, sie sind in den 
natürlichen Fels gehauen, die Seiten der Gruben sind schräg und verengen 
sich nach unten (der Durchmesser des Bodens ist kleiner als der der Mün- 
dung). Zweitens, der Boden dieser Gruben ist nicht flach eingeebnet, sondern 
felsig und unregelmäßig. Drittens sind alle Gruben mit aufgeschütteter Erde 
gefüllt. Die Keramik aus der Füllung der Gruben ist von prähistorischer Zeit 
bis an das Ende des 5. Jhs. v. Chr. zu datieren. Sie besteht aus Scherben von 
unbemaltem Kochgeschirr, die etwa 80% des gesamten Scherbenmaterials 
ausmachen, sowie aus bemalten Scherben von Feinkeramik (Abb. 13). Leider 
sind nur sehr wenige Fragmente für eine präzise Datierung auswertbar. Die 
signifikanten Scherben, bei denen die Form des Gefäßes rekonstruiert wer- 
den kann, zeigen, dass der größte Teil der Keramik, bis auf wenige Frag- 
mente prähistorischer, geometrischer und archaischer Zeit, in die klassische 
Zeit gehört, und zwar in die zweite Hälfte des 5. Jhs. v. Chr. (Abb. 14). Zu 
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Abb. 6. Innerer Teil des Altars nach der Abb. 7. Innerer Teil des Altars nach der 


Ausgrabung. Ausgrabung unter den drei eingesetz- 
ten Steinen (Photo von S). 


dieser Datierung stimmen auch die Fragmente der Dachziegel, die aus der 
Ausgrabung stammen: die Mehrzahl gehórt zum korinthischen Typus, aber 
auch der lakonische Typus ist vertreten. Es sind gut gefirnisste Ziegel klas- 
sischer Zeit, und zwar bis zum Ende des 5. Jhs. v. Chr. vertreten (Abb. 15).”° 
Es ist deutlich, dass das Verfüllen der Gruben und die Nivellierung des 
Areals nach dem Ende des 5. Jhs. V. Chr. stattfand und offensichtlich in 
Zusammenhang steht mit der ersten Einrichtung eines Altars an dieser Stel- 
le, der aber nicht dem Monument entspricht, das wir vor uns haben. 

Es ist festzuhalten, dass die Gruben wegen der Art und Weise ihrer An- 
lage, sowie wegen ihres Inhalts, nicht als práhistorische Schachtgräber oder 
als Bothroi (Abfallgruben im Heiligtum) interpretiert werden kónnen. Einen 
Hinweis auf die Interpretation dieser Gruben gibt uns die Inschrift des Te- 
lemachosmonuments. Wir wissen aus dieser Inschrift, dass in der Zeit des 
Archons Kleokritos (413/2 v. Chr.) das Heiligtum bepflanzt und geschmückt 
wat" Die Bepflanzung mit Bäumen, die ein Heiligtum in einen heiligen 
Hain verwandeln kann, ist ein bekannter und weit verbreiteter Brauch im 
antiken Griechenland.” Es ist also möglich, dass diese Gruben unter dem 
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Abb. 8. Ansicht des NO. Ecksteins des 
Altars, der fast direkt auf dem Fels 
sitzt. 


Altarfundament als Pflanzgruben für Bäume gedient haben; vielleicht sogar, 
bevor das Asklepieion gegründet wurde, nämlich zu der Zeit, als das Areal 
noch zum athenischen Eleusinion gehörte. Ähnliche Gruben mit genau dem- 
selben Inhalt notiert bei seiner Ausgrabung von 1963 auch N. Platon, und 
zwar in der Apsis der frühchristlichen Basilika des Asklepieions, die etwa 
3 m nordöstlich des Altars liegt.” 

Es ist bekannt, dass viele Asklepiosheiligtümer der klassischen Zeit hei- 
lige Haine innerhalb des Temenos hatten; die berühmtesten davon waren in 
Epidauros, Korinth, Titane, Kos und Lampsakos zu sehen.’ Demnach braucht 
das Vorhandensein eines Haines im athenischen Asklepieion nicht zu über- 
raschen.”® Es ist sogar möglich, dass dieser Hain vor der Gründung des 
Heiligtums existierte, bereits zu der Zeit, als das Areal des spáteren Askle- 
pieion der Kontrolle des Eleusinions und damit der Priesterfamilie der Ke- 
ryken unterstand. 
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Abb. 9. Ansicht der Südhälfte 
des Altars. Zu sehen sind die 
Ausgleichsschicht und die 
kleinen Steine unter den Al- 
tarblöcken. 


Abb. 10. Plan der Gruben. 


Es handelt sich um eine bekannte Praxis der priesterlichen Familien in 
der Antike, die Orte der Heiligtümer als Heilige Haine zu deklarieren und 
Bäume zu pflanzen. Damit wurden diese Orte vor Übergriffen durch die 
Stadt oder durch einzelne Bürger geschützt. Für die Bewahrung der heiligen 
Haine wurden Heilige Gesetze aufgestellt. Durch diese Gesetze war das 
Niedertreten oder Holzfällen innerhalb des Hains der Stadt und den Bürgern 
verboten und konnte mit Geldstrafen belegt werden, wie aus einer Inschrift 
des 5. Jhs. v. Chr., die im Asklepieion von Kos gefunden wurde, hervor- 
geht.” 

Die Bepflanzung des Bezirks scheint auf einigen aus dem Asklepieion 
stammenden Reliefs angedeutet zu sein, z. B. auf den Weihreliefs im Athener 
Nationalmuseum, bei denen in der Mitte des Reliefs jeweils ein Baum dar- 
gestellt ist, an den sich Hygieia lehnt. Dieser Baum ist nicht innerhalb des 
Tempels zu denken, sondern stellt die Bepflanzung in dem Bezirk dar. Ein 
weiteres Indiz für die Bepflanzung des Heiligtums ist auf dem Telemachos- 


Der Altar des Asklepieions von Athen 77 


OWOTOMN AA" 


Abb. 11. Ansicht der Grube IV. 


monument zu sehen, und zwar auf der Rückseite des Doppelreliefs. Dort 
wird außerhalb des Temenos ein Baum mit einem Storch gezeigt, der die 
Bäume des heiligen Hains als pars pro toto repräsentiert (Abb. 16).*! 

Interessante Ergebnisse für die Datierung des Monuments hat die Aus- 
grabung im inneren Teil des Altars ergeben, und zwar sowohl die Grabung 
der Schichten unter den Steinen im Inneren des Fundamentes als auch an 
der südlichen Schmalseite außerhalb des Altars. 

Die aus diesen Schnitten stammende Keramik besteht hauptsächlich aus 
Scherben die von der práhistorischen bis zu der klassischen Zeit zu datieren 
sind (Abb. 17),? enthält aber auch ein wichtiges Indiz für die Datierung des 
Fundaments. 
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Abb. 12. Ansicht der Grube V. 


Es handelt sich um das Fragment einer Kassettendecke aus pentelischem 
Marmor, welches von der östlichen Prostasis des Erechtheions stammt, wie 
Korrés erkannt hat (Abb. 18).? Dieses Fragment kann nur nach der Eroberung 
der Akropolis unter dem römischen Feldherrn Sulla 86 v. Chr. und der damit 
verbundene Zerstörung des Erechtheions durch Feuer an die Stelle des Altars 
des Asklepieions gelangt sein.“ 

Für die Datierung des Monuments in die römische Zeit (und definitiv 
nach 86 v. Chr.) sprechen auch weitere Indizien. Nicht nur das heterogene 
Steinmaterial des Fundamentes erweckt den Eindruck, dass, wie Aleshire 
bemerkt hat, “the Altar has been so completely rebuilt in later times that any 
statements about it are quiet hazardous". Als zusätzliches Argument kann 
gelten, dass die Form der Klammerlöcher auf den vier Seiten des Funda- 
mentes, die in Abb. 3 zu sehen sind, ebenfalls charakteristisch für die römi- 
sche Zeit ist. Diese Klammerlöcher sind viereckig und bemerkenswert tief 
(6,3 bis 6,5 cm), wobei die Gusskanäle mit 0,18 m sehr lang sind. Klammer- 
löcher und Gusskanäle sind den Klammerlöchern der Euthynterie des As- 
klepiostempels sehr ähnlich, dessen Datierung in die römische Zeit F. Versa- 
kis als erste richtig erkannt hat.*° 

Die antiken Schriftquellen und die Inschriften zum Altar des Asklepieions 
sind spärlich. Es ist sicher, dass Telemachos, der Gründer des Athener As- 
klepieions, als erster Priester des Gottes einen Altar gründete, wie die In- 
schrift auf dem Telemachosmonument belegt: 
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Abb. 13. Keramik aus der Füllung der Grube IV. 


Ee 


Abb. 14. Keramik aus der Füllung der Grube V. 


[T]pAénaxoc io[p6cao TO Le]oov kai TOV B@[uov Tat AoKA] 
nuw rEwr[og xai Tyteiat] tois Aco[xAnruo(d) Ovyatedotv] 
kalt... 


Von großer Bedeutung ist auch eine fragmentarisch erhaltene Inschrift, die 
ein heiliges Gesetz enthält. Diese Inschrift stammt aus der Agora von Athen, 
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Abb. 15. Dachziegelfragmente. 


und ist von K. Clinton publiziert worden," der sie in die Zeit zwischen 410 
und 404 v. Chr. datiert. In der Inschrift werden Kosten eines Opfers aufge- 
führt, welches die Polis Athen dem Asklepios und seinen Kindern dargebo- 
ten hat und das in dem neu gegründeten Asklepieion stattfand. Wo dieser 
Altar war, und wo dieses Opfer stattfand, ist nicht sicher. Aber wenn man 
bedenkt, dass der Altar für das erste Opfer dem Gott bzw. den Góttern ge- 
weiht worden sein muss, dann darf man annehmen, dass vielleicht schon 
der erste Altar des Asklepieions hier seinen Platz hatte. Eine der Vorausset- 
zungen für diese Annahme ist die Feststellung von J. Travlos, dass seit der 
Zeit der Gründung des Asklepieions sich das eigentliche Heiligtum im Osten 
der Anlage befand, während der westliche Teil, der von der Pelargikon- 
Mauer begrenzt wurde, nur zum umgebenden Raum des Heiligtums gehór- 
te.“ Tatsache ist, dass das Fundament, das wir vor uns haben, in römischer 
Zeit verlegt wurde. Als terminus post quem gilt die Eroberung und die 
Zerstórung vieler Monumente am Südabhang der Akropolis durch Sulla im 
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Abb. 16. Detail aus der Umzeichnung des Telema- 
) l chosmonuments: Storch und Baum (nach Beschi 
E 2002, 22, Fig. 6). 


dei, zs 
» 


Jahr 86 v. Chr.? Vielleicht kommt die augusteische Zeit in Frage, da damals 
viele monumentale Teile des Asklepieions erst gebaut worden sind (z. B. die 
römische Südstoa) oder renoviert wurden (z. B. das Propylon).^? 

Wenn man aber - anders als hier und von Travlos vertreten - annehmen 
will, dass das Asklepieion zunächst im Westteil der Terrasse gegründet 
wurde." dann wäre es möglich, dass der erste Altar auf der westlichen Ter- 
rasse gebaut wurde. Davon ist aber keine Spur erhalten. Zudem wäre móg- 
lich, dass der Altar zu einem unbekannten Zeitpunkt von der westlichen zu 
der östlichen Terrasse transportiert worden wäre. Ein Ortswechsel ist bei- 
spielsweise für den Zwölfgötteraltar auf der Agora von Athen belegt, aber 
in diesem Fall wurde auch der Kult selbst an eine andere Stelle versetzt" 
Für das Asklepieion entfällt ein derartiger Grund; es spricht also alles dafür, 
dass sich das rómische Altarfundament an der Stelle des früheren Asklepios- 
altars befindet. 
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Abb. 17. Keramik aus den Schichten 
der Füllung in der Südhälfte des Al- 
tars. 
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Abb. 18. Zeichnung des Fragments ANEA, 
von der Kassettendecke des Erech- F1 Lë » 
theions. : 
^ Y A 
E. 
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D. 
NKA, Kaipaa 1:2 
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1. Grundlegende Artikel zur Zusammenstellung der in verschiedenen Museen 
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aufbewahrten Teile des Monuments und seiner Interpretation: Beschi 1967-68; 
1982; 2002. Vgl. auch Mitropoulou 1975 und Iliakis 1992-98. 
Verbanck-Pierard 2000, 303. S. auch Vikela 1997, 190 Abb. 3. 

Clinton 1994, 29-34. 

Die ionische Stoa (Kataywyıov) befindet sich auf der Westseite des Asklepi- 
eions und besteht aus vier quadratischen Räumen mit je 6 m Seitenlänge. Die 
Räume dienten als Bankettsäle für je 11 Klinen und wurden von den Besuchern, 
möglicherweise auch von den Priestern des Heiligtums, benutzt. 

Korres 1996, 97. 

IG IP 4355 [TnAépax]óc oe téqwoe AcorAnruwı òè önoßwuoıg | notos 
iðovoáuevoç Ovoíauc Betas DrrodrkKaıs. Koumanoudis 1877a, 137-8 Nr. 14, s. 
auch Köhler 1877, 241. 

Vielleicht ist auf dem Telemachosmonument das erste Opfer für die Einweihung 
des Heiligtums dargestellt, und zwar in dem Fries unter der Hauptdarstellung 
der zweiten Seite des Doppelreliefs, wie Verbanck-Pierard annimmt. Auf die- 
sem Fries wird eine toittoıa abgebildet d.h. das Opfer von drei Tieren: Rind, 
Widder und Schwein. Verbanck-Pierard 2000, 302. 

Burkert 1977, 146-7. 

Sahin 1972, 1-2. S. auch Yavis 1949; Étienne 1992. 

Kutsch 1913, 25 Anm. 11. 

De Waele 1933; s. auch Roebuck 1951, 28-30. 

Blegen 1927. 

Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 56.4: nounwv d £ruueAeitlaı (ó paoreús) me Tle TH 
AockAnruo yıyvouevng (0voíac), óvav oixovocot uborau. Vgl. Clinton 1994, 
27 Anm. 36. 
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Über den Beinamen “Dexion”, den Sophokles nach seinem Tod übernommen 
hätte, s. Walter 1953 und oben S. 57 in dem Artikel von Wickkiser. Dagegen: 
Connolly 1998. 

Der Paian ist auf dem bekannten Sarapionmonument (SEG 28.225) wiederge- 
geben. Um 125 n. Chr. weihte Kóivtoc Utatiog Laparıiıwv XoAAelöng einen 
Dreifuß zu Ehren seines Großvaters Dapartıiwv. Auf der Basis dieses Monu- 
ments wurden sowohl ein philosophisches als auch ein medizinisches Gedicht 
angebracht. Um 200 n. Chr. ist auf dem Sarapionmonument zusätzlich eine 
weitere Weihung angebracht worden: Auf den Seiten der Basis wurde Sopho- 
kles’ Paian eingetragen, der damals, zur Zeit des Archons Mounatios Themison, 
von einem siegreichen Chor gesungen wurde. Zum Sarapionmonument, s. 
Oliver 1936; Edelstein & Edelstein 1945, 200 Anm. 5; Aleshire 1989, 9-11; 1991, 
49-74. 

Aleshire 1989, 14-5. 

Athen, NM 1332, Svoronos 1908-37, 247-52, Taf. 36.2. Vikela 1997, 192 Anm. 79. 
Aleshire 1989, 94-5. 

IG IP 1685, s. Aleshire 1991, 13-32. 

Travlos 1939/41. 

Köhler 1877, 245-54; Robert 1939, 143, 233-40, 325. 

IG IP 974-975. Die Inschrift ist in die erste Hälfte des 2. Jhs. v. Chr. zu datieren 
und enthält die erste Erwähnung des Festes der Heroa in diesem Zusammen- 
hang. 

Vgl. für diese Annahme Riehmüller 1999. Dagegen und für die Deutung des 
heiligen Bothros als Zisterne für die Wasserversorgung des Asklepieions, s. 
Aleshire 1989, 26-7 Anm. 7; Verbanck-Piérard 2000, 329-32. s. auch Eckroth 
2002, 60 Anm. 165, 226 Anm. 55. 

Koumanoudis 1876, 14-35; 1877b, 6-12. 

Lambert 1877. 

Aleshire 1989, 6. 

Zu den Abweichungen zwischen den Plànen des Altars, die auf Abb. 3 und 4 
zu sehen sind, bedarf es folgender Erklárung: dem originalen Zustand des 
Altars in römischer Zeit entspricht Abb. 4. Im Verlauf der Arbeiten im Askle- 
pieion, die 1989 ausgeführt wurden, gelang es den Restauratoren Happas und 
Anastasias, dem Altar einen Block zuzuweisen, der den Abschluss des Monu- 
mentes als Eckblock an der SW-Seite bildete (vgl. die tiefe, rechteckige Einar- 
beitung, die sich auf dem benachbarten Block fortsetzt); ferner ist es den ge- 
nauen Beobachtungen beiden zu verdanken, dass die ursprüngliche Position 
des schon früher bekannten südóstlichen Eckblocks genauer bestimmt werden 
konnte. Entsprechend einem Vorschlag, den der Architekt Lefantzis beim Ko- 
mitee für die Monumente des Südabhangs der Akropolis im Dezember 2001 
eingereicht hat, sind beide Ecksteine wieder an ihren richtigen Platz gesetzt 
worden. 

Dieser Kalkstein wurde in der Antike im Piräus gebrochen, und ist als Piräus- 
kalk (rtetgatkóc axtitng) bekannt. 

Fraglich bleibt, ob dieser Stein zu einem bislang unbekannten Monument am 
Südabhang der Akropolis gehört, oder ob er unter Umständen, wie Prof. Kor- 
res mündlich geäußert hat, vom Oberbau einer früheren Phase des Altars stam- 
men könnte. Es ist möglich, dass die Piräuskalksteine des Fundaments zu einer 
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früheren Phase des Monuments gehören, bevor sie, zusammen mit den ande- 
ren Steinen aus heterogenem Material, für den Altar verwendet wurden. 

Für die Datierung des Altars, s. den in diesem Band erschienenen Artikel von 
Lefantzis und Jensen. 

Die Gruben sind mit lateinischen Zahlen nummeriert worden. 

Über Dachziegel, s. Winter 1994. 

IG IP 4961 + 4960a + 4960b, stoich. 38-42. [KAedKet]tog Erti TOU[to &bvrevON 
xai katéot[noe koounloas TO téuev[os Artav cé]Aet tõ EXv[TO(V). 

Für ähnliche Pflanzungen beim Hephaisteion auf der Athener Agora vgl. Burr 
Thompson & Griswold 1963, 7-11 (Abb. 11-15); Thompson & Wycherley 1972, 
149, Taf. 76; Camp 1986, 86-7, Abb. 64. Für Pflanzungen in Nemea, s. Birge 
1992. 

Platon 1963, 20. 

Birge 1982, 72-3, 175, 194, 342. 

Graf 1992, 181-3. 

Herzog 1928, 32-3 Nr. II. 

Athen, NM 1333: Svoronos 1908-37, 252-4, Taf. 36.3. Athen, NM 1335: Svoronos 
1908-37, 254-6, Taf. 36.4. 

Walter 1930, 98 Anm. 55; Wegner 1985, 133-6. 

Vergleichsbeispiele für die Gebrauchskeramik, s. Sparkes & Talcott 1970, 32-40. 
Für die rotfigurige Keramik und speziell für das rotfigurige Scherbe mit der 
Darstellung einer nach rechts schreitenden Frau, s. Moore 1997, 149, Nr. 107, 
Taf. 18; Vgl. auch Burn 1988, 106-7. 

Das Fragment hat die Inv. Nr. NK 4201 und wird im Asklepieion aufbewahrt. 
L.: 0,19 m; B.: 0,13 m; D.: 0,095 m. Auf der Vorderseite des Fragments ist nur 
ein Teil des reliefierten ionischen Kymations der Kassettendecke erhalten, die 
Rückseite ist grob mit dem Spitzmeißel bearbeitet. Zum Vergleich sollten die 
Beispiele der Kassettendecken der östlichen Prostasis des Erechtheions dienen 
in Paton, Caskey, Fowler & G.P. Stevens 1927, 27-30, Abb. 16, Taf. 16, 18. 
Reparaturen und Ausbesserungsarbeiten wurden im Erechtheion vor dem Ende 
des 1. Jhs. v. Chr. ausgeführt, s. Bruskari 1984. 

Aleshire 1989, 20 Anm. 5. 

Versakis 1908. 

Clinton 1994. 

Travlos 1971, 127; Aleshire 1989, 27. 

Über Sulla, s. Berve 1966, 130-50. 

Aleshire 1989, 16 Anm. 4. 

Girard 1881, 5-6; Townsend 1982, 77 Anm. 5. 

Stillwell 1933, 140-8; Thompson & Scranton 1943, 299-300 Anm. 38; Thompson 
1952, 50-1 Anm. 18. 
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The Athenian Asklepieion 
on the South Slope of the Akropolis: 
Early Development, ca. 420-360 B.C. 


Michaelis Lefantzis and Jesper Tae Jensen 


Introduction 


The Athenian Asklepieion was from at least 300/299 B.C. situated on the east 
terrace of the south slope of the Akropolis. Many questions regarding the 
Classical phase of the sanctuary remain unanswered since its excavation in 
April 1876 - June 1877 by the Greek Archeological Society.! Where exactly 
on the south slope was the original Asklepieion, founded by the private 
citizen Telemachos on the 17" or 18^ Boedromion in 420 B.C.?? Did it stand 
on the middle terrace or was it on the east terrace? What subsequently hap- 
pened to the first temple and the altar of the Telemachos sanctuary? And 
finally, how large was the sacred area of the Asklepieion and how, exactly, 
was it designed? 

In this article, it will be demonstrated that the original Asklepieion of 
Telemachos was founded on the east terrace, as was suggested before this 
study without conclusive evidence by Ulrich Kóhler, John Nikolas Travlos, 
Luigi Bescht, Sarah B. Aleshire, Jeffrey Hurwit and Jürgen W. Riethmüller? 
One of the keys to unlocking this puzzle is a structure in the Asklepieion 
currently labeled a bomos that, until now, has been assumed to be the altar 
of Asklepios from at least ca. 300/299 B.C. when the Asklepieion's Doric 
stoa was constructed.* It will be demonstrated that the chronology of this 
very important monument begins about 418/7-416/5 B.C.° At least four 
distinctive construction phases detected in the bedrock under and around 
this structure and on its blocks can be shown to belong to this monument." 
In this article, the first two construction phases will be investigated in depth 
after a careful description of the foundations belonging to Phases I-IV. 
Furthermore, evidence pertaining to the sacred area that belonged to the 
early Asklepieion will be analyzed. Here we will show what great impor- 
tance and centrality this monument's impact on the design of the early 
Asklepieion has played. 
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Fig. 1 Plan of the early Asklepieion with the steps west of the sacred pit, sacred 
pit, limit of the Akropolis rock today and a tentative suggestion of the limits of the 
rock before the katatoun, the drain for the water of the spring, the spring, the 
tentative suggested EvAonvAtov with an arrow showing the cuttings in the rock 
for the north end of the eastern peribolos, the Classical Peripatos road, the peribo- 
los at the southeast corner, the structure and the analemma of the epitheatron of 
the Theatre of Dionysos. 


A presentation of the structure and its foundation 


Inside the Athenian Asklepieion lies a structure approximately 16 m south 
of the Akropolis rock and 15 m from the analemma of the epitheatron of 
the Theatre of Dionysos (Fig. 1). Presently, this structure is labeled a bomos, 
both on the two general introduction posters of the sanctuary and on a 
limestone label block on site. The dimensions of the foundation of this 
structure in its latest phase (Phase IV) are 3.40 x 5.80 m (Fig. 2). All schol- 
ars have accepted the identification of this structure as a bomos. We prefer 
for now to call it a structure since we are not convinced that this was, in 
fact, the altar of Asklepios. In 2001 and 2002, this structure underwent 
cleaning and excavation. This work revealed new clues as to its function 
over at least four phases.” 
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Fig. 2 Drawing of the foundation as it is restored today (Phase IV). The blocks are 
labeled clockwise with Greek letters. 


All 15 blocks that make up the foundation of the structure’s last construc- 
tion phase have been labeled clockwise, beginning from the north-west 
corner and ending with the blocks in the middle of the foundation, also 
numbered clockwise (Fig. 2). The material of eleven of the blocks (A'-A', 
LT'-IT") is soft grey poros, one block is yellow poros (E’) from Piraeus (also 
called Ileıpaikög axtitnc) while two blocks are Hymettian marble (IE’ and 
IXT’). The last block is cut from the Akropolis rock (IA’) (AkponoAitng Aldog 
or Akropolis limestone). 

All twelve poros blocks (A’-II”) exhibit the same tooling on their upper 
surface. All are finished by a combination of the tooth and the point chisel 
used in Phase III (Fig. 3). In addition, two specific types of pry holes are used 
on the blocks' upper surface. The small pry holes used in Phases I-III on 
seven blocks (A’, I’, A’, ZT’, I’, IA’ and IB’) clearly indicate that the blocks 
used in the first krepis were relatively small. The larger pry holes belong to 
Phase IV. Since the small pry holes do not appear to be associated with the 
larger ones from Phase IV, they cannot be interpreted as supplementary pry 
holes for the larger ones. All the dimensions of the blocks are measured from 
their upper surface and the dimensions given are the maximum width (w.) 
and length (1.). In the technical description below, we have only described 
the main characteristics of the treatment of the blocks. It should be noted, 
however, that there are many traces of additional workmanship on each 
block since the main parts have been re-used perhaps more than five times 
since their original cutting. It should also be stressed that the foundation 
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Fig. 3 Photo of the detail of the tool 
marks from the point and tooth chisel 
on the surface of a stone from Phases 
I-III. The tool marks are from Phase III. 


blocks were covered with earth, thereby indicating the ancient ground level 
when the structure was built. 


Description of the foundation blocks A’ to IZT' (Fig. 2) 


A’ 

Dimensions: w. 1.14 m, 1. 1.28 m 

Technical description: 

Asmooth area 0.15 m from the south side and 0.10 m from the west side can 
be detected. The smooth area has been made to support a wooden post 
(txpiov) but its limits are not well enough preserved to give accurate dimen- 
sions. A rectangular cutting (0.17 x 0.54 m) 0.30 m from the west side for the 
setting of a stele belongs to Phase II. A dowel hole (0.05 x 0.08 m) with a 
pour channel (1. 0.18 m) for lead can be detected on the north side 0.42 m 
from the west corner and belongs to Phase IV. Furthermore, the north face 
has a rectangular cutting (1.04 x 0.08 m) for a base. The west face has the 
same cutting but for a smaller base 0.72 x 0.10 m. 


B’ 


Dimensions: w. 0.72 m, 1. 1.06 m 

Technical description: 

A smooth rectangular area (0.20 x 0.25 m) 0.60 m from the north side and 
0.15 m from the west side can be detected. The smooth area has been made 
by the use of a wooden post (ixpíov) from Phase III. In Phase IV, the north 
face of the block was re-cut with a point chisel. The north face of the rock 
was re-cut by Phase IV. 


The Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope of the Akropolis 95 


I" 


Dimensions: w. 1.15 m, 1. 1.35 m 

Technical description: 

A smooth area 0.22 m from the east side and 0.70 m from the north side can 
be detected. The smooth area (0.20 x 0.25 m) comes from the use of a wood- 
en post (rpíov) from Phases I-II. From Phase III, another smooth area (0.18 
x 0.20 m), which also comes from the use of a wooden post, can be seen very 
near the first, ca. 0.69 m from the east side and 0.62 m from the north side. 
The block has three pry holes: from Phases I-II, one short pry hole 0.35 m 
from the east side and two longer pry holes from Phase IV. The first large 
pry hole lies 0.28 m from the east side and the second lies 0.18 m from the 
west side. A dowel hole (0.05 x 0.08 m) from Phase IV with main (l. 0.18 m) 
and secondary pour channels similar to the one used on A' lies 0.18 m from 
the east side. The north face has a cutting (0.95 x 0.08 m) for a base. 


A 


Dimensions: w. 0.84 m, l. 1.39 m 

Technical description: 

The east front is dressed with the claw chisel as an external face, while the 
west front is roughly dressed with the point chisel as a rear surface. The 
dowel hole and the nearest pry hole lie exactly in the middle of the block 
and are used in Phases I-III. The second pry hole 0.22 m from the dowel hole 
is from Phase IV. 


E 


Dimensions: w. 0.70 m, 1. 1.24 m 

Technical description: 

This block belongs entirely to Phase IV with three long parallel pry holes. It 
was originally an ashlar block, a stretcher from a Hellenistic building prob- 
ably belonging to the Asklepieion. It has a tainia of 0.04 m wide and traces 
of a small tooth chisel at its east face. Cuttings for two T-clamps can be seen 
at each end, as well as a dowel hole and an auxiliary dowel in the middle 
which were cut for its original use but served no purpose during its reuse. 


ZT 


Dimensions: w. 1.04 m, 1. 1.28 m 

Technical description: 

From Phases I-II a smooth area (0.20 x 0.25 m) 0.50 m from the south side 
and 0.25 m from the east side very near the dowel hole from Phase IV can 
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Fig. 4 Phases I-II. The movement and rotation of the blocks are shown with ar- 
rows. The entrance on the first krepis with the bolt hole for the doors is also 
shown. 


be detected. The smooth area was made by the use of a wooden post (r«píov). 
The initial position of this block was where E' lies today (Fig. 4). It was moved 
to its present position in Phase IV. Also from Phase IV, a rectangular dowel 
hole (0.05 x 0.08 m) with a pour channel (l. 0.18 m) can be seen at the south 
side with two long pry holes further to the west. 


Kéi 


Dimensions: w. 1.46 m, 1. 0.76 m 

Technical description: 

This block was originally placed on the first krepis in Phases LU at the 
southwest corner and must have covered IB’, @’, H', I’, and IA’. When the 
block was found by Stefanos Koumanoudis, he placed it incorrectly at the 
middle of the south side of the foundation (Fig. 5). As can be seen from the 
plan (Fig. 2), the stone is today placed at the southeast corner, where it be- 
longs in Phase IV. In an intermediate repair phase between Phases III and 
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Fig. 5 The structure as it was found by Koumanoudis in 1877 until 2001. 


IV, there is evidence for the stone having been rotated 90 degrees and placed 
upside down in the internal south side of the first krepis. 


H’ and ©’ 


Dimensions: H’: w. 1.30 m, 1. 1.10 m; ©’: w. 1.31 m, 1. 1.02 m 

Technical description: 

The positions of both blocks today belong to Phase IV. They were originally 
placed in the internal gap of the small rectangular foundation of Phases I-III 
(Fig. 4). H” was placed between D and ZT’, while ©’ was originally placed 
between IA' and A'. The bottom of H' has a large curved area for a drain 
(Fig. 6), while O' has a smaller cutting for the same drain; both these features 
are from Phases I-III. From Phase IV, a rectangular cutting from ©’ (0.65 x 
0.58 m) extends to block H’ (0.25 m x 0.32 m). On the foundation the dimen- 
sions of the cutting are 0.90 x 0.58 m. The cutting for the base continues on 
the west side. H’ also has a smooth band (l. 0.14 m) on the north side that 
indicates the position of the Phase IV krepis. 0.48 m from the east side is the 
dowel hole (0.05 x 0.08 m) of O' corresponding with the pour channel (l. 0.18 
m) on H'. A large pry hole can also be seen on H' from Phase IV. 


98 Michaelis Lefantzis and Jesper Tae Jensen 


3 Fig. 6 Axonometric view 
EA from south of the foundation 
Lui) em \ with the drain on H'. 


I'-IP' 


Dimensions: I’: w. 1.30 m, 1. 0.99 m; IA’: w. 1.30 m, 1. 0.96 m; IB’: w. 1.30 m, 1. 
0.82m 

Technical description: 

These blocks are threshold blocks since their upper surface has a 0.54 m 
broad band showing footwear. From Phases I-III, four small pry holes lie 
on-line 0.30 m from the east side (I’ and IA’ have one pry hole, while IB’ has 
two pry holes). A small circular hole (diameter 0.06 m) 0.65 m from the east 
side can be seen between LAT and IB'. This hole is the bolt hole for the doors 
(Figs. 4, 7). A pry hole on IA' 0.73 m from the west side belongs to Phase III. 
From Phase IV, seven large pry holes lie on-line ca. 0.44 m from the east side 
(I’ and IA’ have three pry holes, while IB’ has one pry hole). 


II” 


Dimensions: w. 0.66 m, 1. 0.96 m 

Technical description: 

Its current position belongs to Phase IV. Originally this block belonged to 
the first krepis of Phases I-II and was placed at the northwest corner on top 
of A’, B’, ©’, and IB’. At its northwest side, a square area (0.16 x 0.16 m) is 
cut away for the wooden post (1«piov) on top of A’. In Phase III, the block 
was turned upside down, and the square area was then on top of B' with 
the block still laying on top of A’, B’, ©’, and IB’. 
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Fig. 7 Photo of the bolt hole 
on IA’ and IB’. 


LAT 


Dimensions: w. 0.38 m, l. 0.39 m 

Technical description: 

This block had been placed in this position during Phase IV. Its original 
position may have been on the east side near the wooden post on the first 
krepis of Phases I-II. In Phase III, the block could have been placed in the 
internal part of the first or second krepis. 


IE' 


Dimensions: w. 0.61 m, 1. 1.24 m 

Technical description: 

The block was placed in this position in Phase IV. All four side faces of this 
block are roughly dressed by the point and were reused from Phase I's 
krepis. 


LIT 


Dimensions: w. 0.71 m, l. 1.40 m 

Technical description: 

The block was placed in this position in Phase IV. The upper surface has 
been re-cut, but the state of preservation does not allow us to determine 
which tool was used. All four faces have been roughly cut as a rear surface. 
This means that IZT" was previously used as an internal block of a krepis, 
from Phase III's krepis. 
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Analysis of the blocks and the holes adjacent to the structure 


Construction phase I 


The cleaning and excavation around the structure revealed nine man-made 
holes that are numbered with Roman numerals, as seen on Fig. 8? Some 
were believed to be holes for trees or plants like the ones used at the north, 
south and west sides of the Hephaisteion on the Kolonos Agoraios during 
the third century B.C." It has even been suggested that the holes were made 
for the very trees planted under the archonship of Kleokritos in 413/12 B.C., 
described in the inscription on the Telemachos Monument.!! Potsherds found 
in the holes have been dated to the late fifth century. The date for the con- 
struction proposed below suggests that the circular holes III and IV were in 
use before the foundation of the Asklepieion. The rectangular hole V is cut 
for a foundation block pre-dating the Asklepieion, while too little has been 
excavated of holes VII and VIII to come to any conclusions about their func- 
tion. 

As can be seen on the plan in Fig. 8, the form of the holes numbered I, II, 
VI and IX is rectangular. A line can be drawn around the outer front of the 
holes, as can be seen in Fig. 9. These holes form an exact rectangle, which 
indicate that the holes in the bedrock were cut to hold foundation blocks. The 
structure is rather small and its foundation measures 3.10 m at the west side 
and is at least 3.00 m at the north and south sides (the east side of holes I and 
ILis unknown). It must have been less than 3.55 m because hole V's west side 
is known and holes V and II do not have any relation to each other. 

Fortunately, the sherds found from the holes strongly suggest that these 
holes were in use at the end of the fifth century B.C." The date for the struc- 
ture must therefore be set before ca. 400 B.C. but not earlier than 418/7 B.C., 
a fact that will be made clear after a careful reading of the Telemachos in- 
scription below. 


Construction phase II 


Our discovery becomes more exciting when we reconstruct the second phase 
of the structure. The foundation is made of ten poros blocks (A’, B’, I’, A’, 
ZT, H’, I’, IA’, IB’, and ©’), where seven of the blocks were found in situ 
(A', B', I", A’, I’, IA’, and IB’). The ten blocks have the same surface treat- 
ment (A’-A’, XT’, H', I’-IB’, and ©’) and show no trace of dowel holes or 
pour channels. Three of the blocks have a smooth surface for wooden posts 
(A', I’ and ZT”), and five of the blocks have identical pry holes (I’, A’, I, 
IA’, and IB’). Furthermore, the foundation has the exact dimensions on the 
west and east sides as the rectangular plan from Phase I. Its north and south 
sides measure 3.40 m and are thus smaller than the absolute maximum width 
(3.55 m) of the foundation from Phase I. The coincidence is too striking. We 
thereby conclude that this foundation has been reused from Phase I. 
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Fig. 8 Drawing of the foun- 
dation as it is restored today 
(Phase IV) with the excava- 
tion holes in the bedrock. The 
holes are numbered with 
Roman numerals. Two sec- 
tions of the foundation with 
the burned layer. 


Fig. 9 Drawing of the move- 
ment of the foundation of 
Phases I and II. Phase I: Red 
color with the area of the first 
krepis indicated with hatches; 
Phase II: Blue color with the 
area of the first krepis indicat- 
ed with hatches. 


The building was moved 0.45 m to the north and 0.35 m to the east as can 
be seen in Fig. 9. The movement cannot be fully explained, but perhaps took 
place after a fire since ca. 0.10 m below the foundation of Phase II the earth 
shows traces of burning. The burned layer can clearly be seen on the section 
of the structure in Fig. 8. 


Krepis 


The traces of the first krepis can be seen on the foundation's top surface 
(Fig. 10) and measure 3.14 m wide, 2.95 m long, 0.22 m high. The remains 
of the blocks from the krepis that we have been able to identify so far are: 
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Fig. 10 Phase II. Drawing of 
the foundation with the 
blocks of the first krepis. The 
red line shows the area of the 
= first krepis. The blue line 


S 5 shows the internal part of 
= KS the poros blocks with the 
CW » band between the two lines. 


A3 


II", Z’, and IA’. The corner of the krepis is made by wooden posts since the 
traces of these can be detected on A’, I", and XT’, while no remains of a 
smooth area for the last wooden post has been preserved on the southwest 
corner block I’. 

The whole west side of the krepis consists of two blocks. II" belongs to 
the northwest corner, while Z’ belongs to the southwest corner. Running 
around the west front of II" and Z' and the north front of II" to the traces 
of the ending of the first step is a band 0.16 m wide. We believe that this 
band was covered by a finer stone than the poros blocks, and we suggest 
that the stone used could be the red AxportoAitnc Aí8oc. It also seems that 
the block in AkponoAitng Aí8oc, IA’, belongs between the posts on the east 
side. The width of IA' is exactly the same as the wooden posts, which 
strengthens our suggested placement of this stone. 

The dowel hole placed exactly in the middle on the east side of block 
A’ corresponds with the bolt hole for the doors set between blocks IA’ and 
IB' on the middle of the west side of the foundation. This shows the very 
careful geometric planning of the monument with a strong focus on the 
front. Furthermore, the cuttings for a stele on block A' clearly influenced 
the planning of the monument's construction. Since we do not have other 
blocks with the same surface treatment, the superstructure cannot be re- 
constructed, but we believe that it was made entirely of wood. The date of 
the construction of the structure can be set to around the end of the fifth 
century B.C., when the foundation was moved. The end of the structure's 
second phase can be dated to ca. 360-350 B.C., when the third construction 
phase was begun. The date of the third construction phase will be discussed 
in a future article. 
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The inscription of the Telemachos Monument 


Luigi Beschi first reconstructed the Telemachos Monument correctly from 
membra disiecta.! Thanks to his work, we are now able to explain more of 
the architectural development of the early Asklepieion. It is not our intent 
to treat in detail the Telemachos Monument here. Rather we will repeat in 
translation the section of the inscription that deals with the architectural 
development of the sanctuary.'* According to the chronicle of the Telemachos 
Monument, the following events took place in the Asklepios sanctuary dur- 
ing the first nine/eight years: 


420 B.C. Telemachos first set up the sanctuary and altar to Asklepios, 
and to Hygieia, and the Asklepiadai and the daughters of 
Asklepios...And thus this whole sanctuary was established 
when Astyphilos of Kudantidai was archon 

419/8 B.C. When Archeas was archon, the Kerykes disputed the land 
and hindered some actions 

418/7 B.C. When Antiphon was archon (lost in a lacuna) 


417/6 B.C. When Euphemos was archon (lost in a lacuna) 

416/5 B.C. (lost in a lacuna) 

415/4 B.C. When Karias was archon, a peribolos was built apart from 
the wooden gateway 

414/3 B.C. When Teisandras was archon, the wooden gateways! were 
rebuilt and the rest of the sanctuary was set up in addition 

413/2 B.C. When Kleokritos was archon, the sanctuary was planted and 


he arranged and adorned the whole sanctuary 
412/1 B.C. When Kallias of Skambonidai was archon (lost in a lacuna) 


The altar was set up by Telemachos when the sanctuary was founded in 420 
B.C. A wooden gateway was built in 415/4 B.C. when the peribolos was built, 
but it had to be repaired in 414/3 B.C. together with another wooden gate- 
way." Although it is not certain what happened between 418/7 B.C. and 
416/5 B.C., the temple must have been built during these years since it is not 
mentioned later in the inscription.'® Since such an important structure would 
surely have received mention somewhere in the inscription, a temple must 
have been erected to house the cult statue in 414/3 B.C. By 414/3 B.C., the 
main buildings of the sanctuary were in place and only secondary decoration 
of the sanctuary remained to be completed, such as planting trees the com- 
ing year. Our structure’s first construction phase should therefore be placed 
under one of the archon names from 418/7 to 416/5 B.C. 
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Fig. 12 Photo of the southeast 
corner of the peribolos. 


The peribolos of the early Asklepieion 


At the southeast corner of the Asklepieion, 2.44 m from the analemma of the 
epitheatron of the Theatre of Dionysos stand the remaining courses of the 
sanctuary's early peribolos in stone (Figs. 1, 11-8). Today, 6.19 m of the south 
side and 4.66 m of the east side of the wall are preserved. The material of 
the wall is AkportoAitnc Aí0oc. 

The south wall is divided in two courses, where the lower course is the 
socle for the wall. The wall is constructed of triangular and trapezoidal blocks 
in the polygonal technique (Fig. 13). The surface of these blocks is rough but 
an elaborated band ca. 0.06-0.08 m from the top on the south face of the 
blocks can be detected (Fig. 14). This band marks the beginning of the ancient 
ground level of the peribolos facing the ancient Peripatos road. The second 
course of the wall is constructed of trapezoidal and rectangular orthostates. 
At the east end a corner orthostate clearly indicates the southeast corner. 
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Elaborated band 


Fig. 14 Photo of the south peribolos with the elaborated band ca. 0.06-0.08 m from 
the top on the south face of the blocks. 


The orthostates are 0.64 m high and 0.90-1.12 m long, with a width of 0.29 
m at the bottom and 0.22 m at the top. Their south face has the characteris- 
tics of a common peribolos with long vertical parallel cuttings also known 
as "furrowed work" (Fig. 15), but the proportions of these cuttings and their 
small scale are unique in the history of architecture." They have 15 rows of 
cuttings, each cutting being 0.03 m high with a 0.02 m distance between 
them. There are more than 20 blocks of these orthostates spread throughout 
the Asklepieion. 
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Fig. 15 Drawing of the south peribolos with the cuttings on the south face of the 
blocks. 


Fig. 16 Photo of the south 
side of the peribolos with the 


The preserved south side of the wall has a 0.85 m “opening” beginning 
2.49 m from the southeast corner of the wall (Fig. 16). Travlos interpreted 
this “opening,” or rather entrance, as a propylon for the Asklepieion used 
by the staff of the sanctuary.” The ground level at the early Asklepieion until 
the end of the fifth century A.D. makes it impossible to accept this opening 
in the wall as a propylon for the sanctuary. The ground level at the Asklepie- 
ion was 1.40 m higher than the ground level for the opening, and this entrance 
was probably made during the construction of the Christian Basilica, when 
the ground level for the whole area was lowered. 
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Fig. 17 Photo of the cuttings 
in the east peribolos for the 
orthostates, illustrated with a 
red line. 


Fig. 18 Photo of the east peri- 
bolos’ north end with the cut- 
tings in the rock illustrated 
with a red line. 
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The east side of the peribolos is built in the same polygonal style as the 
south wall, but due to the rising of the bedrock going from south to north, 
the orthostates were laid directly on the rock behind the preserved wall (4.66 
m) since we can detect the cuttings for the stones (Fig. 17). We can also de- 
termine the exact length of the east wall to 13.72 m because there is a cutting 
in the rock at its north end (Fig. 18). It is between this end of the wall and 
the Akropolis rock (that had not yet been cut back to give space for the con- 
struction of the Doric stoa in 300/299 B.C.) that we believe the main propylon 
of the Asklepieion stood until the construction of the analemma of the epi- 
theatron of the Theatre of Dionysos in ca. 370-360 B.C. (Fig. 1).?' 

The level measured on the top of the orthostates of the peribolos is 107.14 
m above sea level. Since the level of the upper surface of our structure is 
107.12 m above sea level they lie on the same ground level, which clearly 
suggests that the peribolos also functioned as a retaining wall for the ground 
of the sanctuary at this position, while the level of the ancient Peripatos at 
the south side of the peribolos was 0.80 m below the sanctuary's ground 
level.” It is thus fairly safe to assume that the peribolos had at least one more 
course with the same surface elaboration as the orthostates of the second 
course.” 


The date of the peribolos 


The peribolos has been dated by Walther Wrede by way of comparison to 
the wall south of the Byzantine cistern and its neighboring east wall.” These 
walls have been dated to the late 5® century B.C. based on the letterforms 
of the boundary stone (IG P? 874) that was found in the spring on the middle 
terrace behind the small temple of Themis.” The hopoc xpévec boundary 
stone was found by Koumanoudis in 1877 and the same stone seems to have 
been found again by Nikolaos Platon in 1964.5 Even though the stone was 
found in this wall, Platon clearly states that this boundary stone was placed 
there as a filling stone. Thereby its original function as a boundary stone 
was not at this wall and it cannot be used to date this and the Asklepieion's 
peribolos to the late 5" century B.C. Platon also dates the wall to the Ar- 
chaic period but does not give any evidence for this date.” 

Riethmüller dates the peribolos together with the sacred pit's polygonal 
masonry to the late 5^ century B.C. The comparison is correct since they are 
built in the same technique and have the same small-scale proportions, but 
he bases his dates for the two structures according to Wrede's dating, but as 
has been shown above, Wrede's date is not correct.?? We, like Beschi and now 
also Riethmüller, think that the preserved peribolos is the one “mentioned” 
in the Telemachos inscription, which means that the wall was built in 415/4 
B.C.? The first two propylons were made of wood but that would hardly 
exclude a wall built in stone. The Telemachos inscription also states that the 
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peribolos was built out from the wooden propylon. This makes perfect sense 
since they must have begun construction on the peribolos from the proposed 
propylon at the northeast corner and then worked their way around the 
sanctuary (Fig. 1). 


The design of the sanctuary 


The structure and the sacred pit define the core buildings of the early Asklepie- 
ion. Together with the peribolos they form a unified design, as will be shown 
below. In 2000, the whole South Slope was surveyed very carefully by the 
excellent surveyor Dimitrios Prokakis and his team, which made it possible 
for us to integrate the buildings of the Asklepieion into a grid system in 
order to investigate whether the design of the Asklepieion had been made 
using a module (Fig. 19).? The structure has proven to be the key element 
in finding a unified modular, and it is from this monument that we can lay 
down two basic modules in the Classical period (and one more in the Roman 
period) that were used in the design of the Asklepieion. The whole area of 
the Asklepieion is, of course, measured from the external face of the peribo- 
los. 


The modules are: 
a (3.40 m): The width of the structure's foundation 
p (2.85 m): The width of the krepis of Construction Phases I-II 


To elaborate on the modular units, the following examples are given: 


The peribolos 


Distance of the east side of the structure's foundation to the east face of the 
peribolos: 3a 

Distance of the south side of the structure's foundation to the south face of 
peribolos: 2B 

Distance of the north side of the structure's foundation to the northeast 
corner cuttings of the peribolos: 3a 

Distance of the east face of the peribolos to the west face of the earlier foun- 
dation of the analemma of the epitheatron of the Theatre of Dionysos: 1 


The sacred pit 


Distance of the west side of the structure's foundation to the geometrical 
center of the sacred pit: 5B 

Diameter of the internal sides of the sacred pit: 1B 

Intercolumnial distance of the four columns' bases: 1a 
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Fig. 19 Plan of the early Asklepieion with the grid. The a modular at the east- 
west axis and the B modular at the north-south axis. 


The date of the design 


It has been explained above that the structure was moved at the end of the 
5% century B.C. and that one of the reasons for this movement might have 
been a fire. We believe that the grid system was applied to the sanctuary 
when the peribolos was built in 415/4 B.C. The architect responsible for the 
design of the sanctuary decided to use the two modules a and D from the 
side of the temple when he planned the sanctuary. But since the structure 
had already been built it did not fit correctly into the grid system. The fire, 
however, made it possible to move the structure so as to fit into the grid 
system with exactly 3a between the back of the structure and the east side 
of the peribolos. As Architect of the Athenian Agora, Richard Anderson has 
pointed out, the people responsible for the design of the Asklepieion must 
have been obsessed with numbers.?! 


The western limits of the peribolos 


So far, we have not been able to detect any remains of the Asklepieion’s early 
western peribolos. The remains of a wall and cuttings in the rock from the 
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western side of the Doric stoa extending south are all from the Roman pe- 
riod and theoretically this wall might have replaced the early peribolos.? 
Since the Telemachos inscription mentions a peribolos,? we believe that the 
western limit of the sanctuary could not have been marked out by boundary 
stones as indicated by Riethmüller, but by a wall.” Furthermore, we believe 
the sacred pit was part of the Asklepieion from the very beginning and stairs 
cut in the rock are located at its western end (Figs. 1 and 19). This strongly 
suggests that the arrangement of the western peribolos of the Asklepieion 
might not have been placed at the west end of the sacred pit since that would 
contradict the placement of the stairs. Marta Saporiti has pointed out that 
we do not know the full arrangement of the sacred pit before the katatoun 
for the Doric stoa.? Maybe there were also stairs cut in the rock at its right 
side or even a ramp at its front as can be seen on the plan suggested (with- 
out any architectural evidence) by Roland Martin and Henry Metzger.” The 
proportions of the blocks from the peribolos and their small scale also strong- 
ly indicate that the peribolos belonged to a very small sanctuary and that 
the wall was not very high. This means that the peribolos might not have 
included the sacred pit at the beginning of its construction in 415/4 B.C. If we 
follow the grid system a conjecture for the western limits of the early 
Asklepieion could be placed along the drain for the water of the spring as 
shown on the Figs. 1 and 19.” This will be exactly 8a between the east and 
west peribolos and fits well into the design of the early Asklepieion. 

The date of the sacred pit and its connection to the early Asklepieion are 
controversial. Judith Binder has pointed out that the lip of the sacred pit is 
dated not earlier than 350 B.C. because of the AkponoAitng Aidog used to- 
gether with the tanto-orange conglomerate stone.* This stone is used in the 
analemma of the epitheatron of the Theatre of Dionysos. The beginning of 
the construction is now dated to ca. 370-360 B.C.” But the polygonal ma- 
sonry used for the inner facing of the sacred pit was made around the same 
date as the peribolos, which provides a date around 415/4 B.C., thereby con- 
necting it to the Asklepieion. The tetrastyle of the sacred pit must therefore 
have been changed together with the lip of the sacred pit around 350 B.C. It 
seems that most scholars believe the sacred pit is very old and was made 
before the establishment of the Asklepieion, but because the inner diameter 
is exactly 1ß it must have been planned around the same period as the 
structure and the peribolos.^? That the sacred pit had a tetrastyle before 350 
B.C. is known. Clear evidence shows that the sacred pit was part of the 
Asklepieion from at least the first quarter of the fourth century B.C."! It is 
depicted with a tetrastyle together with Asklepios and one of his daughters 
on a votive relief found at the Asklepieion (NM 2417, Fig. 20). For cultic 
reasons, Asklepios needed a sacred pit for his chthonic character, like the one 
inside the thymele in Epidauros, and that makes it almost certain that it must 
have belonged to the early Asklepieion.*? One final point must be stressed: 
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Fig. 20 Photo of votive relief NM 2417. 


it is not the architecture that defines the cult -- it is the cult and its rituals 
that define the architecture. 


Acknowledgements: 


This paper is the first of a series of articles that will attempt to elucidate the 
architectural development of the Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope 
of Akropolis. The authors would like to express their deepest gratitude to 
Dr. Petros Kalligas, former president of the Committee for the Monuments 
of the South Slope of the Akropolis, and the Honorable Director of the 1* 
Ephorate of Prehistoric and Classical Archaeology. It was under his supervi- 
sion in 2001 and 2002 that Michaelis Lefantzis and Vanda Papaefthimiou 
began their initial study of the altar. We would also like to thank former 
Director, Dr. Alkestis Choremi-Spetsieri, 1* Ephorate of Prehistoric and Clas- 
sical Archaeology, and especially Director, Dr. Alexandros Mantis, 1° Epho- 
rate of Prehistoric and Classical Archaeology and president of the Commit- 
tee of the Theatre of Dionysos and the Asklepieion at the South Slope of 
Akropolis for their permission to publish this study. We would also like to 
express our gratitude to the late Professor Emeritus, Dr. Georgios Lavvas, 


The Athenian Asklepieion on the South Slope of the Akropolis 113 


Member of the Academy of Athens. The two chief technicians that have 
worked for a lifetime at the Asklepeieion, Mr. Vasilis Anastasias, still work- 
ing at the Asklepieion and Mr. Elias Dimitropoulos, currently working at 
the Stoa of Eumenes II, were also of great help. We are also very grateful to 
Richard Anderson, Judith Binder, George Hinge, David Scahill, Peter Schul- 
tz and Bronwen Wickkiser for taking so much of their time to discuss the 
contents of this article, and for their many comments and suggestions that 
have improved it tremendously. Furthermore, many thanks to our friends 
and colleagues who discussed and shared their ideas and provided very 
useful information: Anne Marie Carstens, Lisbeth Bredholt Christensen, 
Anastasia Christophilopoulou, Antonio Corso, Seren Dietz, Hedda von Eh- 
renheim, Richard Hamilton, Niels and Lise Hannestad, Jakob Munk Hojte, 
Mark Wilson Jones, Dorte Sidelmann Jorgensen, Dorothy King, Jens Krasil- 
nikoff, Carol L. Lawton, Tore Tvang Lind, Astrid Lindenlauf, John Lund, Eri 
Papatheodorou, Poul Pedersen, Brunilde Sismondo Ridgway, Molly Rich- 
ardson, Marta Saporiti, Kris Seaman, Ying Shen, Andrew Stewart, Esko 
Tikkala, Evgenia Vikela, Steven Tracy, Lambrini Vasilakopoulou, Bonna Daix 
Wescoat, and not least Lise Barlach, as well as the participants at the confer- 
ence Aspects of Ancient Greek Cult, held at the University of Aarhus, for their 
helpful comments and suggestions. All mistakes are our own. 


Notes 


1 For the excavation, see Koumanoudis 1876, 14-35; 1877, 6-12; Köhler 1877, 171-2. 
For an overview of Asklepieions in general, see Riethmüller 2005, the brilliant 
study by Evgenia Vikela (2006), and Melfi 2003; 2007. 

Bronwen Wickkiser points out the possibility that Telemachos could have been 
a fictive character; see Wickkiser 2003, 120 n. 412. For the date of the foundation 
as the 17% Boedromion, see Clinton 1994, 17-8, 29; Riethmüller 1999, 126; Hur- 
wit 2004, 218 (a revised view from 1999); Riethmüller 2005, 245. For the 18 
Boedromion, see Kutsch 1913, 18, 24; Parker 1996, 175, 179; Hurwit 1999, 219. 
Kohler 1877, 255-60; Beschi 1967/1968b, 514; Travlos 1939-41, 60; Travlos 1971, 
127; Aleshire 1989, 32, 34; Townsend 1982, 42 n. 5; Hurwit 1999, 220; Riethmül- 
ler 1999, 128; Hurwit 2004, 222. For an excellent discussion of all the arguments 
for or against either the middle or the east terrace as the location of the original 
Asklepieion, see Aleshire 1989, 24-32 and lately Riethmüller 2005, 255-9. 

4 Dated after IG IP. 1685. See Scranton 1960, 172; Townsend 1982, 71, 76, 286, 288; 
Aleshire 1989, 15, 27-8, 34-5; Aleshire 1991, 13-32; Hintzen-Bohlen 1997, 70; 
Riethmüller 1999, 131; 2005, 267. For a mid-fourth century B.C. date, see Coul- 
ton 1976, 46, 52, 225, who do not take IG II? 1685 into consideration. 

In a future article, Lefantzis and I will demonstrate that this structure was used 
throughout the Roman period and may have been in use until the middle of 
the fifth century A.D. when the first Christian Basilica was built. For the exca- 
vation of the basilica, see Koumanoudis 1876, 20-1. For the date of the basilica, 
see Travlos 1939-41, 64; Aleshire 1989, 19-20, 35. For the re-use of the "altar" 
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as pavement in the basilica, see Travlos 1939-41, 42 n. 1. For the construction 
of the Basilica, see Xyngopoulos 1915; Travlos 1939-41; Martin 1944/45, 435. It 
must be stressed, as Travlos (1939-41, 48) also points out, that the three apses 
on the plan by Lambert (1877, 169-70) are incorrect. 

For another opinion, see Riethmüller 1999, 128, where he sees two different 
building phases. 

See the contribution by Papaefthimiou in this volume, esp. 73-4. 

The stone can clearly be seen at the south side of the structure on the plan in 
Koumanoudis 1877, pl. 1 (see Fig. 5). 

For the excavation of the holes and the dimensions of two holes, see Papaefth- 
imiou, 73, in this volume. 

For the plants at the Hephaisteion, see Burr Thompson 1937; Burr Thompson 
and Griswold 1963, 9-11, figs. 11-4; Thompson and Wycherley 1972, 149, pl. 76; 
Camp 1986, 87, fig. 64; Camp 2001, 103, fig. 95. 

See Papaefthimiou, 74-7, in this volume. Telemachos Monument inscription: 
IG IP 4960/4961+4963 = SEG 25.226/47.232 lines 38-42. 

See Papaefthimiou, 74, in this volume. 

A selective bibliography for the Telemachos Monument: Köhler 1877, 241 n. 2; 
Korte 1893, 246; Preuner 1894, 313-5; Korte 1896, 313-21; Walter 1930; Wila- 
mowitz-Moellendorff 1932, 223, 223 n. 1; Keramopoullos 1934/1935, 92; Schlai- 
fer 1940, 240; Hausmann 1948, 76 and n. 307, 101, 172 no. 78; Hill 1953, 130-1; 
Walter 1953, 469 n. 4; Scranton 1960, 181-2; Beschi 1967-1968a; 1967-1968b, 511-4; 
1969-1970, 100; Berger 1970, 67, 81-4, 103-6, fig. 77; Mitropoulou 1975; Ghedini 
1980, 15-8 no. 1; Ridgway 1981, 136; Ritti 1981, 51 no. 18; Beschi 1982; Ridgway 
1983, 199-201, figs. 13.6-13.7; LIMC 2 (1984), s.v. Asklepios, no. 394; Carroll- 
Spillecke 1985, 67-8 and ns. 129-32, 70 n. 164; Krug 1985, 148-50; Wegener 1985, 
133-5, 301 no. 122; Aleshire 1989, 7, 11, 34; LIMC 5 (1990), s.v. Hygieia, no. 4, 
569; Iliakis 1992-98; Foucart 1992, 297, 317-23; Garland 1992, 118-21, fig. 12; Graf 
1992, 202-3; Van Straten 1993, 259; Clinton 1994, 17-34; Giintner 1994, 34-5, 42, 
45-7, 48, 146-7 C 53, pl. 25; van Straten 1995, 70-1; Riethmiiller 1996, 107; Ridg- 
way 1997, 200; Vikela 1997, 170, 190-2, 194, 197, 239, fig. 3; Robertson, 1998, 
294-5; Verbanck-Piérard 2000, 288 n. 28, 302-5, 308 n. 113, 311 n. 135; Camp 
2001, 122; Beschi 2002, 20-1; Comella 2002, 47, 50-3, 181, 201 no. Atene 135, figs. 
37-9; Leventi 2003, 50-1, 69, 78, 94 n. 48, 112-3, 134-5 R 14, pl. 15; Wickkiser 
2003, 112-31; Aston 2004, 21; Camp 2004, 132; Goette and Hammerstadt 2004, 
198-9; Despinis 2005, 260; Riethmiiller 2005, 241-50, 255, 258, 262, 264-5, 265 n. 
128, fig. 34, Wickkiser 2006, 33; 2008, ch. 4. 

In an article in preparation, we analyze the double relief on the Telemachos 
Monument. Of interest here, the so-called B-side or rear-side with the propylon 
of the Athenian Asklepieion depicted on the large double relief is re-interpret- 
ed. We strongly argue that this is indeed the A-side of the double relief since 
the building depicted is not a propylon but rather the old temple of the Athenian 
Asklepieion. We have based our translation of the inscription upon that of 
Wickkiser 2003, 118-9. For the archon names, see the convincing reconstruction 
by Beschi 1967/1968a, 412-3. 

IG IP 4960/4961+4963 = SEG 25.226/47.232, lines 20-3. We do not believe that 
the intervention by the Eleusinian priesthood, the Kerykes, was negative as all 
other experts of the Telemachos Monument have argued so far (with the excep- 
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tion of Wickkiser 2003, 128), see for instance Versakis 1912, 58 (Riethmüller 
(2005, 246 n. 28) cites page 59 which must be a printing error); Körte 1896, 
319-32, esp. 319-20, 331-2 (why Riethmüller (2005, 246 n. 28) only cites page 
329 is for us a mystery); Kutsch 1913, 19, 21-2, 24; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 
1932, 223 n. 1; Keramopoullos 1934/1935, 92-3 (not 90ff as stated by Riethmiil- 
ler (2005, 246 n. 28)); Travlos 1939-41, 60 (Riethmüller (2005, 246 n. 28) cites 
page 59 which must be a printing error); Schlaifer 1940, 240 n. 2; Hill 1953, 131; 
Beschi 1967/1968a, 392-3; Beschi 1967/1968b, 514; Travlos 1971, 127; Krug 1985, 
148; Aleshire 1989, 8-9; Foucart 1992, 320; Garland 1992, 126-7; Clinton 1994, 
28-9; Güntner 1994, 34; Parker 1996, 180; Hurwit 1999, 220; Beschi 2002, 20; 
Riethmüller 2005, 246, 246 n. 28; Robertson 2005, 85. Telemachos and the peo- 
ple that set up the stele would not offend the powerful Eleusinian priesthood, 
the Kerykes, in an official document written in stone and placed on the terrace 
below the Parthenon. There is a strong connection between the Eleusinian 
deities and Asklepios, and we believe that the Kerykes in some sense helped 
the people involved in founding the Asklepieion. One has to remember that 
no deity other than Herakles (see Burkert 1983, 254 n. 26) and Asklepios (see 
Parker 1996, 179 n. 93) were initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries and housed 
in the Athenian Eleusinion before he came to the Asklepieion. Furthermore, 
his arrival to Athens must have been planned very carefully with the Kerykes 
in order to coincide with the Great festival of Demeter and Kore. Later, one of 
the festival days was even named the Epidauria which further stressed the 
close connection between Asklepios or rather the Epidaurian and the Eleusin- 
ian priesthood. For the Epidauria, see Köhler 1877, 244-5; Körte 1896, 315; 
Deubner 1956, 72-92, esp. 72-3, 78; Parke 1977, 64-5, 186; Clinton 1988, 69 (Ri- 
ethmüller (2005, 245 n. 25) cites page 68 which must be a printing error); Fou- 
cart 1992, 317-23; Garland 1992, 123-4; Clinton 1994; Parker 1996, 8 n. 27, 179, 
181; Riethmüller 1996; 97; Edelstein and Edelstein 1998, T.556-63; Lawton 1999, 
238; Riethmüller 1999, 139 n. 79; DNP 8 (2000), s.v. Mysteria, 611-5, esp. 614; 
Riethmüller 2005, 245-8, 251, 270. 

We agree with Beschi's reconstruction £vAortAua since the reconstructed an- 
cient Greek word has to be plural with the article ta, see Beschi 1967/1968a, 
415. Robertson (1998, 294 n. 58) states that the reconstruction by Beschi is a 
conjecture. We warmly thank Molly Richardson and George Hinge for helping 
us in this matter and for saving us from many errors. For propylons in the 
Classical period, see the study by Papatheodorou (forthcoming). We thank Eri 
Papatheodorou for sharing her knowledge on propylons in general with us. 
It is Bescht (1967/1968a, 415) who convincingly suggested the word rtegißoAov. 
Robertson (1998, 294) suggests that an area for the sanctuary may only have 
been marked out and that Beschi's reconstruction again is a conjecture. 
Beschi (1967/1968a, 414) not only believes that a temple was built during these 
years but also a ßBwuög, and a stoa for incubation, which would make perfect 
sense since these buildings normally belong in an Asklepieion. Also Riethmül- 
ler (2005, 246, 258 n. 93) believes a temple was built during these years. 

The proportion of these cuttings is for a small scale peribolos. We have not 
been able to find any wall with cuttings like the one described above. Rhys F. 
Townsend states: “...there are many fourth-century parallels for this technique" 
but not one of those walls in the list given by Biers and Boyd (1982, 8 n. 16) 
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and those suggested by Townsend looks exactly like the one at the Asklepieion; 
see Townsend 1982, 70 n. 84. 

Travlos 1939-41, 62. 

Both Versakis (1912, 55) and Beschi (1967/1968b, 512; 2002, 25) also believe that 
the propylon should be placed at the east side of the Asklepieion but do not 
state where. Girard (1882, 8, 12) believes there were two propylons; one placed 
in front of the new temple (the one in the Asklepieion) and one somewhere 
around the old temple (the temple of Themis). Many scholars have proposed 
that a propylon stood at the western side of the Asklepieion because there are 
remains of a peribolos in poros; see Köhler 1877, 253; Tomlinson 1969, 112-3; 
Travlos 1971, 127; Townsend 1982, 44; Aleshire 1989, 33-4; Riethmüller 1999, 
128; 2005, 258. This wall begins at the west end of the Doric stoa extending 
south where it continues in a right angle to the east after 7.29 m. The cuttings 
in the rock parallel on the south side suggest a propylon. This peribolos with 
its propylon is clearly from the Roman period. Robertson (1998, 295) also plac- 
es a propylon at this Roman western peribolos of the Asklepieion since he can 
see a short break near the south end, though not right at the corner. We can 
not follow his description, but Robertson might refer to the cutting in the rock 
for the south side of the Roman propylon as do Riethmüller (2005, 258). Bescht 
(1967/1968b, 512) places the propylon built in 413/2 B.C. at the west side of the 
Asklepieon but does not state where. There is no architectural evidence for 
placing a propylon at the south end of the corridor between the middle and 
east terraces as suggested by Versakis 1912, 55; Travlos 1971, 128; Beschi 1969, 
388-97. According to the Telemachos inscription, there were two propylons; 
see 103. We have suggested the placement for the main propylon but for the 
second one only conjectures can be made since we have not been able to find 
the cuttings in the rock for its placement. For the date of the construction of 
the analemma, see Goette and Hammerstadt 2004, 176. We owe this reference 
to Judith Binder. Mrs. Binder has also pointed out that when it rains in Athens, 
itis possible to observe how the water comes out through a small cavity of the 
Akropolis rock above the Doric stoa's east end. Since the water runs down near 
this end, a propylon at that place would not be suitable, especially since the 
propylon at the early Asklepieion was made of wood as the inscription from 
the Telemachos Monument states. We believe that the water was collected in a 
drain and thereby the water would not have damaged the wooden gateway or 
hindered people going into the Asklepieion. We warmly thank Judith Binder 
again for sharing her views with us and for stimulating and fruitful discussion 
about the topography of the Asklepieion in general. 

Köhler (1877, 180-1); Judeich (1931, 320-1); Wrede (1933, 56); and Riethmüller 
(1999, 134; 2005, 254), together with Versakis, also believed that the wall func- 
tioned as a retaining wall; however, Versakis was convinced that the south 
peribolos of the Asklepieion continued and was unified with the south wall at 
the middle terrace. See Versakis (1912, 54-5, 57 and pl. 5,) where he establishes 
the early Asklepieion on the western terrace. 

Running parallel with the east peribolos of the Asklepieion ca. 2.95 m stands 
a wall with stones in AkponoAitng Aí00c and built in the same polygonal 
technique as the sacred pit and the peribolos (see Fig. 1). This wall somehow 
relates to the Asklepieion and may have formed some sort of a corridor to- 
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gether with the east peribolos of the Asklepieion. Only an excavation might 
help to solve this problem in explaining this corridor and its relation to the 
Asklepieion. 

Wrede (1933, 30-1, 56) correctly states that the walls cannot be dated by the 
inscription of the boundary stone if the latter came from another place. 

For a photo of the wall with the hopoc xpévec boundary stone, see Travlos 1971, 
139, fig. 187. For the area around the temple of Themis, see Walker 1979. 

See Koumanoudis 1877, 25; Kóhler 1877, 183; Platon 1964, 29. 

Platon 1964, 29. Beschi (1967/1968b, 512) also dates the wall to the Archaic 
period, but does not describe the evidence for his dating. 

Riethmüller 1999, 134, 134 n. 43; 2005, 255, 259. For photos of the sacred pit, see 
Travlos 1971, 134, fig. 180; Riethmüller 1999, 134, figs. 7-8. The sacred pit to- 
gether with the temple near the Doric stoa are currently under study by Ar- 
chitect Rosalia Christodoulopoulou. 

Riethmüller (2005, 259) also believe this statement, but still uses Wrede's date 
for the wall with the höpog xpévec boundary stone to connect it with the peri- 
bolos mentioned in the Telemachos inscription, see the discussion above. For 
a comparison with peribolos walls in rural sanctuaries, see Baumer 2004, 51-3. 
We owe this reference to Astrid Lindenlauf and thank her for sharing her 
knowledge on peribolos walls in general with us. 

For module units used in Doric temples, see Wilson Jones 2000b, 90; Wilson 
Jones 2001. For modules used in Roman architecture, see the excellent study 
also by Wilson Jones 2000a. 

Personal communication. It is mainly due to Richard Anderson that we might 
explain the reason for the movement of this structure. 

For a description of the Roman peribolos, see Martin and Metzger 1949, 342; 
Aleshire 1989, 22-3; Riethmüller 2005, 258. 

IG IP 4960/4961+4963 = SEG 25.226/47.232, line 33. 

We are well aware of the limits of the inscription and that is does not mention 
the length and the placement of the peribolos. Also, we do not believe that the 
hóooc (IG P 861) found by Koumanoudis (1876, 28), belongs to the Asklepiei- 
on. Riethmüller (1999, 128; 2005, 259) uses this höoog as the final evidence for 
the Asklepieion's western limit since the hdgoc states: Hóoo[c] to v[e]uévo[uc], 
but it does not mention the Asklepieion specifically. This hógoc could belong 
to any of the many sanctuaries on the south slope; see also Judeich 1931, 320 
n. 3. Furthermore, we can not follow Riethmüller's description of a block at the 
southwestern angle of the Doric stoa belonging to a possible west peribolos. 
He further states that it is possible that this block might belong to an incubation 
hall that is connected to the sacred pit and dates to the late fifth century B.C., 
see Riethmüller 1999, 134. 

Personal communication. we thank Marta Saporiti for her time and for sharing 
her keen insight into the matters of cult and the arrangement of space in Greek 
sanctuaries. 

Martin and Metzger 1949, 331, fig. 8. 

Beschi (1968, 512, 514) concludes that the spring at the eastern terrace in the 
Asklepieion was not known and in use before the construction of the Doric 
stoa. This conclusion is not geologically possible. The water has to come out 
somewhere and we believe that one of the main reasons for founding the 
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Asklepieion at the east terrace was access to water. Robertson (2005, 81) believes 
that before the Doric stoa, the spring must have been inside a cave of some 
sort. For the uses of water in Greek sanctuaries, see Cole 1988. 

38 Letter to J.T. Jensen, dated 18 December 2003. 

39 For the date of the analemma, see supra n. 23. There is, of course, also the pos- 
sibility of the existence of an earlier small pit, which was made larger to fit the 
design of the Asklepieion. 

40 Leventi 2003, 78. 

41 Itis dated by Leventi (2003, 122, 137) between 400-390 B.C., which strengthens 
our point. 

42 The presence of the tetrastyle is demonstrated by Riethmüller 1999, 143. David 
Scahill is currently finishing a study of tetrastyle buildings connected to hero 
cult and we thank him for sharing his insight into this building type. See also 
his forthcoming article about the tetrastyle and the origin of the Korinthian 
capital; Scahill (forthcoming). Bibliography for NM 2417: Duhn 1877a, 150-1 
no. 27; Koepp 1885, 264 n. 2; Svoronos 1908-37, 641 no. 375, pl. CL 1; Walter 
1923, 48, 121, 137; 1930, 82 n. 14, 100 n. 59; Hausmann 1948, 176 no. 130; Beschi 
1967-68b, 516; Beschi 1969-70, 99, 107 n. 7; LIMC 2 (1984), s.v. Asklepios, no. 93; 
LIMC 3 (1986), s.v. Epione, no. 7; LIMC 5 (1990), s.v. Hygieia, no. 57, 569; Sobel 
1990, 81 no. II. 49; Leventi 2003, 78, 122, 137 R 18, pl. 18; Riethmüller 1999, 143, 
fig. 11; Riethmüller 2005, 272, pl. 10. 

43 For the double nature of Asklepios, see Petropoulou 1991, 31; Riethmüller 1996; 
97-108; 1999, 141-2; 2005, 270-3. For the latest discussion of the nature of Askle- 
pios as a god or hero, see the excellent study by Aston 2004, 23-30. 
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Divine Images and Royal Ideology in 
the Philippeion at Olympia 


Peter Schultz 


For Olin Storvick 


The use of heroic or divine iconographies for the portraits of kings, queens 
and rulers is one of the most well-known aspects of Hellenistic visual cul- 
ture.! In paintings, statues and coins, Hellenistic monarchs consistently el- 
evated themselves above those they ruled with a common iconographic 
language that pointed directly to their own god-like power. Indeed, since 
divine portraits helped generate and confirm the superhuman status of the 
men and women that they represented, this sort of heroic iconography was 
seen as a fundamental aspect of a king or queen's royal persona. Following 
the battle of the Granikos in 334 B.C., for example, Alexander descended 
upon the city of Ephesos where a royal portrait was commissioned by his 
court painter Apelles (Plin. HN. 35.92). The portrait - probably reproduced 
by the famous Neisos gem in St. Petersburg (Fig. 1) - showed the young king 
holding Zeus's thunderbolt and left little doubt as to Alexander's status as 
the supreme overlord of Asia? About twenty years later, in a famous decree 
of 311 B.C., the grateful city of Skepsis in the Troad awarded divine honors 
to Antigonos Monophthalmos, honors which included a temenos, an altar 
and — most importantly — a cult statue that would have been constructed in 
appropriate divine guise.? (Four years later in Athens, Antigonos and his 
son Demetrios Poliorketes were again given divine honors and, again, re- 
ceived heroic portraits, this time set along side the famous Eponymous 
Heroes in the Athenian Agora.*) The same concern with divine imagery 
dominated numismatic iconography throughout the Hellenistic age, with 
kings and queens using godly attributes on coin portraits that were distrib- 
uted throughout their realms; the famous tetradrachms of Demetrios Polior- 
ketes that show him with the divine horns of a bull (Fig. 2) are only the 
earliest and most famous example.’ 

While the roster of such divinizing or heroizing images is well known 
and virtually endless, the origins of this iconographic phenomenon have 
never been subjected to systematic analysis. Unfortunately, such a task is 
beyond the scope of this article. What is possible, however, is a discussion 
of a monument that may have served as one inspiration for the use of such 
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Fig. 1. Cast of a red cornelian gemstone showing Al- 
exander the Great holding the thunderbolt of Zeus, 
possibly after Apelles portrait painted in 334 B.C. In- 
scribed NEIXOY. St. Petersburg, Hermitage, inv. 
609. Ht. 4.5 cm. Ca. 300-250 B.C. (Photo after Stew- 
art 1993, fig. 66) 


Fig. 2. Silver tetradrachm of Deme- 
trios Poliorketes showing the king 
with the divine horns of a bull. Re- 
verse shows a seated Poseidon with 
the inscription BALIAEQX 
AHMHTPIOY. Minted in Amphio- 
polis ca. 290 B.C. (Photo after Smith 
1988, fig. 74.8) 


divine or heroic imagery in Hellenistic royal art - Leochares’ Argead portraits 
in the Philippeion at Olympia. 

In early August of 338 B.C., Philip II of Makedon destroyed the armies of 
Athens and Thebes on the Boiotian plain of Chaironeia and changed the Greek 
world forever.° To commemorate this spectacular triumph, the king commis- 
sioned a set of dynastic portraits from the renowned Athenian sculptor 
Leochares. According to Pausanias (5.17.4, 5.20.9-10), Leochares’ royal portrait 
group was dedicated at Olympia and consisted of a portrait of Philip along- 
side portraits of his immediate family members: his son Alexander, his wife 
Olympias, his mother Eurydike and his father Amyntas. Sometime later, again 
according to Pausanias, the portraits of Olympias and Eurydike were sepa- 
rated from the group and moved to the nearby temple of Hera.’ Two physical 
characteristics of Leochares’ Argead dynasts seem to have made them extraor- 
dinary - even revolutionary - for their time. The first of these was that the 
images of Philip and his family appeared to be fashioned of ivory and gold, 
exceedingly precious materials most famously associated with the titantic cult 
images of the fifth century. The second was that the portrait group was dedi- 
cated and installed inside the sacred Altis - arguably the most revered temenos 
of the Greek mainland - in a tholos specifically designed to hold them. It was 
this tholos that became known as the Philippeion (Figs. 3-6). 

So much is known from the traveler's famous description of the monu- 
ment. But what can Pausanias tell us about the use of divine or heroic ico- 


Divine Images and Royal Ideology in the Philippeion at Olympia 127 


Fig. 3. Olympia. Plan showing 
the position of the Philippeion. 
(Drawing: public domain) 
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Fig. 4. Plan of the Philippeion 
incorporating some recent dis- 
coveries by Klaus Herrmann, 
Hajo van de Löcht and the au- 
thor. (Drawing by David Boggs 
after Schlief 1944) 


Fig. 5. Elevation of the 
Philippeion’s eastern eleva- 
tion incorporating some re- 
cent discoveries made by 


Klaus Herrman, Hajo van de i | | j 
Löcht and the author. (Draw- | 
ing by David Boggs after 1 
Schlief 1944) Bi 
| = 
4 — 
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Fig. 6. Cut-away elevation of 
the Philippeion’s interior in- 
corporating some recent dis- 
coveries by Klaus Herrmann, 
Hajo van de Löcht and the 
author. (Drawing by David 
Boggs after Schlief 1944) 


nography in this particular context by what was arguably the first Hellenis- 
tic royal family? While Leochares’ unprecedented use of gold and ivory is 
very suggestive — as is the fact that the portraits were set up in their own 
precinct inside the Altis — can anything more concrete be said about these 
images and their place in the development of Hellenistic royal portraiture 
and its divinizing and heroizing conventions?’ 

Here, the archaeology of the site and building becomes important. Spe- 
cifically, examination of the elaborate semi-circular statue base for Leochares’ 
dynastic portraits inside the Philippeion provides important new informa- 
tion about Philip's dedication generally and his sculptor's possible use of 
heroic or divine iconography in particular. Interestingly, this statue base has 
never been the subject of systematic analysis or extended discussion.? This 
is a problem since study of the only piece of original physical evidence con- 
nected to Leochares' famous portraits is a basic, preliminary step towards a 
more nuanced and complex understanding of the Argead dynasts and their 
position in the history of Hellenistic portraiture, a step that has yet to be 
taken. 

As it turns out, examination of the statue base in the Philippeion seems 
to clarify and/or complicate the answers to three questions that have consis- 
tently surrounded the monument. 

The first is the question of patronage. Whose dedication is this exactly? 
While Pausanias tells us that PiAinntw dé noan ETA TO Ev Xaugoveía 
tiv 'EAAada óA1i00etv (5.20.10), in what sense is the dative used here? In 
the sense of agency, as it is normally understood - that the tholos was built 
"by Philip" - or in the proper sense, as is sometimes suggested - that the 
tholos was built "for Philip," with Alexander understood as the agent? Since 
the grammar can be read either way (and thus can support either position) 
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and since Philip was dead by 336 B.C. (a mere two years after the building 
seems to have been commissioned, a point that will become important short- 
ly) most archaeologists have opted for two distinct phases of patronage for 
the monument. Original sponsorship of the building is thus commonly given 
to Philip while the final stages of construction and the actual patronage of 
Leochares' portraits are given to Alexander. This question is important for 
understanding the early royal use of divine imagery. A loyal son's dedication 
of heroic, votive portraits in honor of his murdered father is quite different 
than a divine family commissioned by a conquering king to commemorate 
his overlordship of the Greek mainland. The nuances of patronage have a 
direct bearing on the meaning of the monument. Can examination of the 
statue base in the Philippeion clarify the nature of this specific and notorious 
problem? 

The second - more important — question is the question of composition 
and appearance. For the last century, scholars have wrangled over the ar- 
rangement of the images. While there is no question that the semi-circular 
form of the statue base corresponded perfectly with the round plan of the 
tholos proper, how exactly were the portraits actually displayed and what 
did they look like? Like the question of patronage, this issue is tightly linked 
to the notion of heroic or divine iconography. How can it be reasonably 
argued that Philip and his family represent an early phase of divinizing royal 
imagery if we do not know what the portraits looked like? Can the statue 
base tell us anything about the portraits' arrangement and appearance? Were 
the Argead dynasts actually shown in heroic or divine guise? 

Finally, there is the question of the tholos' symbolic and practical function. 
How can the tholos form be understood in this particular context? Did the 
architecture of the Philippeion suggest some sort of pan-Hellenic council 
house, a treasury, a heroón, simply an elaborate victory dedication, a com- 
bination of all these or is there yet another, complementary, hypothesis that 
can be supported by the evidence? Can discussion - or rather, a full contex- 
tualization — of the statue base allow further insight into the significance of 
the portraits' elaborate setting and how might this issue have effected the 
manner in which they were viewed? Does the tholos itself communicate 
something of the heroic or the divine? 


Patron and sculptor 


As noted, the dominant view of the Philippeion's patronage is that it was 
split between Philip and Alexander. Pausanias (5.20.10) notes that the tholos 
was constructed after the battle of Chaironeia in 338 B.C. For this reason, 
Philip is generally given credit for founding the building while Alexander 
is seen as completing the project and commissioning the portraits. This 
conclusion is based on the notion that the twenty-two months falling between 
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Philip’s victory at Chaironeia (August 338 B.C.) and his assassination (June 
336 B.C.) were insufficient to complete the building and portraits and that 
the building project was thus halted and re-organized following the king’s 
death. The questionable veracity of this assumption will be treated shortly. 
More significant now is the implicit claim, often made explicit in specific 
arguments, that the plan or composition of the monument was physically 
altered to accommodate Alexander’s hypothetical new agenda. The most 
radical expressions of this popular hypothesis were given by Arnaldo Mo- 
migliano in 1934 and, more recently, by Jan Huwendiek in 1996. Momigliano 
thought that the portraits, but not the building, were Alexander's idea and 
that they were set up in 324 B.C. following the young king's move to deify 
his mother.!! Huwendiek, on the other hand, argued that the original idea 
for the portraits was Philip's but that the king had initially intended only 
four portraits: himself, his new wife Kleopatra and his two parents. It was 
this program, according to Huwendiek, that was halted after the assassina- 
tion with Alexander then commissioning a new set of portraits from Leo- 
chares at some later date." 

Autopsy reveals three physical characteristics of the statue base that stand 
against the notion of a divided plan and multiple building phases for the 
Philippeion.?? To begin, the marble used for the statue base, the gutters and 
the floor of the Philippeion is identical. Now it has been accepted since the 
end of the nineteenth century that the Philippeion's floor and details were 
made of Parian marble. This is now supported by Klaus Herrmann's recent 
treatment of Parian stone at Olympia." Identical marble, therefore, cannot 
mean Parian marble generally, since "Parian" can describe a wide range of 
marble types. On the contrary, the Parian marble used for the floor, details 
and the statue base shares identical physical and visual characteristics that 
are most likely explained if it was harvested from the same marble deposit 
within the same Parian quarry. Grain size is consistently large (ca. 2.5-4.5 
millimeters) in both floor and base. Also consistent is the presence of pale 
silver-gray bands of varying size running parallel to the dominant planes of 
the base and floor.” In terms of luminosity, the base, the floor and details 
were observed in raking morning light, in direct perpendicular noon sun- 
shine and in diffused twilight. To the naked eye, light refraction at all times 
was identical. While these observations prove nothing, they do represent the 
first step of physical analysis and suggest that the base and building could 
belong to the same project. Or, to reverse the argument, if marble type and 
quality had varied noticeably between statue base and architecture, the hy- 
pothesis that the base and portraits were late additions to the project might 
be said to gain a minor piece of archaeological evidence in its favor.'° This 
is not the case. 

In addition to similar marble, the patterns of tooling on the statue base, 
on the gutters and on the floor of the Philippeion are also identical. This is 
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most clearly demonstrated by the use of a similar claw chisel on both the 
statue base and the marble architectural elements. The claw chisel in ques- 
tion was very fine and had 5 teeth every ca. 0.011 m; its bite is consistently 
ca. 0.001 m.’ Traces of this tool were found on both the front and back of all 
base blocks and across the gutters and floor. These data, when supplement- 
ed with the discussion of marble, are significantly more telling. The chance 
that similar tools were used on similar stone belonging to two distinct proj- 
ects is fairly small. Marble working tools were unique, handmade and often 
tailored to meet consistent and specific workshop criteria.'® If Leochares’ 
statue base had been constructed and placed in the Philippeion at some date 
after the construction of the building or if the base had been reworked at 
any time after the building was finished, this physical similarity could not 
exist. Similar tooling of identical stone suggests a single building cycle for 
both architecture and statue base. 

In addition to identical marble and tooling, the pi-shaped clamps used 
in the statue base are identical to the pi-shaped clamps found throughout 
the rest of the Philippeion's architecture. Now it is important to note that 
"identical" here does mean that the clamps were simply the same “pi-shape,” 
or style. This, by itself, would mean nothing since pi-shaped clamps are used 
throughout the history of Greek architecture. Rather, identical here means 
that the cuttings for these pi-shaped clamps have identical dimensions. This, 
in turn, suggests fast, "batch ordering" not a prolonged, multi-phased proj- 
ect. The clamp cuttings in the statue base consistently measure ca. 0.30-0.32 
m long, ca. 0.02-0.025 m wide and ca. 0.03-0.05 m deep. Similarly, all clamp 
cuttings found in the epistyles, frieze backers, stylobate and euthynteria of 
the Philippeion itself conform to these general dimensions. It is unlikely that 
this is a coincidence. Even casual survey of architectural pi-clamps shows 
how widely these units could vary in size from building to building or even 
vary within the same project. The range of possible clamp sizes available 
to the ancient architect was almost infinite. The probability that identical 
clamps could show up in a second, unconnected building phase (in which 
marble and tooling is also identical) is highly unlikely. The use of pi-clamps 
of identical dimension in similarly tooled, identical Parian marble argues 
strongly for a single, uninterrupted construction cycle. 

The marble, the tooling and the clamps of Leochares' statue base find 
direct parallels in the architecture of the Philippeion itself. If variation or 
discrepancy had been detected in one of these fields, reason might exist to 
posit a second phase of construction for the monument. (Indeed, it was ex- 
actly this sort of discrepancy that was anticipated before autopsy.) At present, 
however, the idea that the statue base was somehow adjusted or that it be- 
longs to a hypothetical later or altered phase of the Philippeion's construction 
can be abandoned. This reading of the stones can now be combined with 
Dimitris Damaskos' careful demonstration that Pausanias' use of the dative 
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in reference to the Philippeion could — although not necessarily must — be 
understood in the sense of agency.” (Of course, as noted earlier, Pausanias’ 
prose composed five hundred years after the building's construction cannot 
be conclusive one way or another and can be used to sustain either position.) 
Barring the discovery of further evidence, it seems likely that if the Philip- 
peion was commissioned and begun under Philip, as Pausanias' testimony 
suggests, then the Kings original design was fulfilled.” At the very least, the 
base provides no physical data in support of the popular notion that the 
building was somehow altered during the course of construction or that the 
statue base belongs to a later, Alexandrian building phase. 

But what of the old and pervasive idea that the Philippeion could not 
have been completed in the twenty-two months that fell between Philip's 
victory at Chaironeia in August of 338 and his assassination in June of 336? 
While nothing conclusive can be said barring the discovery of further evi- 
dence, it is worth remembering that other architectural projects funded by 
powerful patrons and/or committees could be finished very quickly indeed. 
The more complex architectural program of the Parthenon, for example, was 
completed in nine years (IG D 436-44) while the vast majority of the archi- 
tecture of the Propylaia was completed (although the building was never 
fully finished) in five (IG P? 462-66). All architecture and sculpture of the 
temple of Asklepios at Epidauros was finished in under four years and eight 
months.? With regards to Makedonian patronage specifically, Alexander's 
construction of the mole at Tyre in under seven months (Plut. Vit. Alex. 
24.3-25.2; Polyainos, Strat. 4.3.4; Justin. 11.10.10-4) provides an instructive 
example and, if Diodoros (17.115.1-5) is to be trusted, then Alexander's com- 
mission for the massive and elaborate pyre of Hephaisteion seems to have 
been completed in only eight.” (Makedonian kings apparently had no pa- 
tience with sluggish architects and they could afford to demand speed.) 
Could the Philippeion - modestly adorned with a single bronze akroterion 
and with lion's head water spouts and constructed (with the exception of 
the floor and other select details) of easily worked conglomerate and lime- 
stone - have been completed in a little under two years? 

There are four reasons why this possibility should be considered. First, 
Philip's control and influence at Olympia was pervasive up until his death 
in 336 B.C. There is no reason to believe that construction would have been 
halted for political or economic reasons.? Second, limestone and conglomer- 
ate are much easier (and thus much quicker) to work than marble, perhaps 
requiring as little as one-fifth the effort.” This fact must be figured into the 
comparisons made with the Periklean program noted above. A limestone 
Propylaia could have been finished quickly indeed and the use of local con- 
glomerate at Olympia ensured that the time spent transporting material was 
kept to an absolute minimum. Third, formal details, in particular the archi- 
tectural moldings, show evidence of hasty execution as Lucy Shoe pointed 
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out long ago; this, in turn, suggests a sense of urgency on the part of the 
builders." Finally, and most importantly, an incomplete tholos in 336 B.C. 
would have been a straightforward embarrassment for the Makedonian king. 
336 B.C. was the year of 111! Olympic games, the first festival after Philip's 
triumph at Chaironeia. It seems almost impossible that Philip's plan was to 
commission the building and then not have it ready for exhibition at the 
pan-Hellenic festival of the year. It is a well-known fact that the Olympic 
games had served as the dominant locus for Philip's propaganda for over 
two decades.?? Is it conceivable that Philip — the master of pan-Hellenic 
propaganda and the then practical master of Olympia proper — wanted his 
victory monument seen as an unfinished pile of rocks, a half-finished con- 
struction site at the first games after his triumph? For anyone familiar with 
the king’s character, the idea is bizarre at best. Indeed, one of the fundamen- 
tal components of the Philippeion's impact was that the monument materi- 
alized almost overnight in the middle of the Altis for every Greek to see. The 
possibility that the Philippeion was finished during Philip’s lifetime is real.” 
Indeed, unless compelling evidence can be given to explain Philip's specific 
inability to complete a hastily constructed tholos after his victory, the notion 
of Alexandrian patronage of the Philippeion should probably be rejected 
until compelling evidence can be found to substantiate it. The monument 
and portraits were almost surely Philip's idea and the dedication should be 
understood as a device by which the king - not his famous son - communi- 
cated a specific message to the Greek community. 

Now even if itis likely that the Philippeion was completed in about two 
years, it must be admitted that the archaeologically based arguments given 
so far can prove nothing regarding the date of the monument. A construction 
period of ca. 338-336 B.C. is owed entirely to Pausanias' testimony. Even so, 
some tentative confirmation for this date comes from the statue base's orna- 
ment. 

As most commentators have noted, the base and crown moldings of the 
pedestal are elaborate and quite distinct (Figs. 7-8) and Shoe pointed out 
that the base moldings were modeled on the intricate moldings found on 
the wall and column bases of the Erechtheion.? The most immediate paral- 
lel, however, comes from the temple of Athena Alea at Tegea, specifically 
the crown of the Great Altar and the interior wall moldings (Fig. 9).?! This 
parallel was noted early by Carl Weickert in 1913 and Willy Zschietzschmann 
in 1944 but then virtually forgotten.? Weickert and Zschietzschmann seem 
to have been correct, however. The moldings from the temple of Athena are 
very close to those used in the Philippeion; the designer of the Philippeion 
base was familiar with the intricate Tegean moldings which he simply scaled 
down and refined to fit his base. This comparison generally supports Pau- 
sanias' date in the early 330s B.C. for the dedication of the Philippeion since 
it is now clear that the temple at Tegea was completed ca. 350-335 B.C.” 
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Fig. 7. Leochares' statue base in the Philip- 
peion, molding profiles. (Drawing by 
Chrys Kanellopoulos) 
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Fig. 8. Leochares' statue base in the 
Philippeion, photograph of the crown 

| (top) and base (bottom) molding. (Pho- 
tograph after Schleif & Zschietzsch- 
mann 1944, pl. 20) 
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Fig. 9. Moldings from the 
wall base of the temple of 
Athena Alea at Tegea. (Draw- 


ing after Dugas 1924, pl. 74) u QUARE ER) 
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The relationship between the temple of Athena Alea and the Philippeion 
as suggested by the moldings, however, is more complex than simple tem- 
poral and geographical proximity. Indeed, it is well known that the team of 
sculptors and architects responsible for the temple of Athena Alea were 
intimately connected with work on the Maussolleion at Halikarnassos. This 
association is supported by the attested presence of Skopas at both sites (Plin. 
HN. 36.30; Paus. 8.45-7) and archaeologically confirmed by several minor 
monuments, the most important of which is the famous Idrieus relief found 
at Tegea sometime in the mid-1860s.™ The relief shows Karian Zeus flanked 
by the Hekatomnid rulers Ada and Idrieus, the satrap of Karia and brother 
of the great Maussollos himself. In the past, this important monument has 
been read as a votive dedicated in Tegea by a Karian craftsman who had 
followed Skopas to the mainland from Halikarnassos. Geoffrey Way well, 
however, showed that the stele was instead the heading for a decree set up 
in thanks to Ada and Idrieus for money that allowed the final completion 
of the Tegean temple.” 

In this context, it is noteworthy that another parallel for the moldings on 
the statue base in the Philippeion comes from yet another Karian monument, 
this time a middle fourth century B.C. column base from Knidos drawn by 
Jean-Nicolas Huyot in 1820. This parallel, also, was noted early by Zschi- 
etzschmann but then ignored.” While it is true that the moldings of the 
Philippeion's statue base generally reflect the moldings from the Erech- 
theion - and are thus both Attic and Classicizing stylistically - Shoe's descrip- 
tion of them as purely Athenian requires some modification. Indeed, the line 
of transmission for the moldings - Athens-Karia-Tegea-Olympia - could not 
be cleaner, even if it is more complex than previously allowed. This chain 
of influence is further supported by the radical use of dentils along with an 
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Ionic frieze in the Philippeion, an innovation that seems to manifest for the 
first time in Karia at the Maussolleion in Halikarnassos.” These details mat- 
ter because they suggest the presence of an Athenian sculptor/architect work- 
ing at the Philippeion who may also have worked in Karia before returning 
to the mainland in the third quarter of the fourth century B.C. This descrip- 
tion corresponds perfectly with what is known of the career of Leochares so 
the archaeology independently supports Pausanias' identification of the 
Athenian master as the sculptor of the Argead dynasts.”® 

Even more interesting information can be squeezed from the form of the 
statue base which, like its mouldings, springs from a long and interesting 
tradition. In fact, because semi-circular statue bases anticipate tholoi as ve- 
hicles for dramatic sculptural display by almost a century and since Adolf 
Borbein and others have already pointed out that Leochares' sculptural 
composition was the raison d'étre for the design of the Philippeion proper, it 
seems worth considering what motivated the decision to place portraits on 
a semi-circular base before discussing the possible significance of the tholos 
itself.” In the end, it may be that the building’s design can best be understood 
from the inside out. 

Semi-circular statue bases, while rare, were hardly revolutionary by the 
third quarter of the fourth century B.C. The famous semi-circular base for 
the portrait of the Athenian general Konon and his son Timotheos, dedi- 
cated after the triumph at Knidos in 394 B.C. and set not too far from Leo- 
chares' statues of Pandaites and his family, is only the most obvious example 
with which Leochares would have been familiar." Moving outside Athens, 
the famous double semi-circles of the Argive dedications in Delphi (Fig. 10) 
and the semi-circular Achaian dedication in Olympia (Fig. 11), also may have 
influenced the composition.*! These two famous semi-circular monuments 
were intimately familiar to both patron and sculptor (the extended presence 
of both Philip and Leochares at Olympia and Delphi is well known and 
indisputable), a fact that makes them good conceptual frames through which 
the formal significance of the semi-circular base in the Philippeion might be 
more clearly understood. These famous predecessors, in other words, might 
help explain why Philip and/or Leochares chose a semi-circular base in the 
first place and this knowledge, in turn, might lead to a better understanding 
of the form's possible meaning and possible heroic connotations. 

The semi-circular dedication holding portraits of the Argive kings at 
Delphi (Fig. 10) may have influenced the decision to employ a semi-circular 
base in the Philippeion. Why? Because the Makedonian royal house claimed 
direct decent from Argive heroes, a piece of well known propaganda that, 
significantly, was first engineered at Olympia itself by the early Argead 
dynasts so that they might compete in the pan-Hellenic games (Hdt. 8.137-9; 
Thuc. 2.99).? Equally well documented is Alexander's own obsession with 
his descent from the Argive Herakleidai.*? This idea had circulated in Pella 
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Fig. 10 Drawing of the semi- 
circular Argive dedications at 
the sanctuary of Apollon at 
Delphi. (Drawing by David 
Boggs 2006, after Bommelaer 
1991, fig. 38) 


Fig. 11. Drawing of the semi- 
circular Achaian dedication 
at the sanctuary of Zeus at 
Olympia. (Drawing by David 
Boggs 2006) 
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ever since Isokrates (Philippos 105; 109-12) used the Argive Herakles as an 
ideal model for Philip. It was thus known to Leochares who had - at the 
very least — a business relationship with the Athenian orator since he was 
responsible for one of Isokrates' more famous portraits ([Plut.] X orat. 838d). 
The Makedonian-Argive connection was also reinforced during Philip's 
lifetime by Aristotle who, in his Hymn to Excellence (Athen. 15.696b-d), singled 
out Herakles (along with Achilleus and Aias) as the heroic models from 
whom areté might best be learned.“ 
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So much is known. What has not been emphasized, however, is the extent 
to which this perceived relationship with Argos actually influenced Make- 
donian policy under both Philip and Alexander. In his letter to Philip of 346 
B.C., Isokrates (Philippos 5) included the then relatively insignificant Argos 
as one of the four great city states to be united by Philip in his Pan-Hellenic 
crusade as a nod to the king's ancestral claims.? Philip went to the aid of 
Argos in 344 B.C. with both money and mercenaries in response to pleas 
from his “kin” (Dem. 6.15); the Argives themselves hailed Philip as a right- 
ful conqueror after Chaironeia (Plut. Amat. 760a-b) and received a major land 
grant from Philip for their support. It is also clear that the king had culti- 
vated long-lasting political relationships in Argos until his death in 336 B.C. 
(Dem. 18.295; Polyb. 18.14). 

Alexander continued the family tradition. After the Granikos, the Argives, 
as a city contingent, were placed under the command of Pausanias as the 
garrison of Sardeis, the first conquered Persian capital, maybe a sign of 
particular trust (Arr. Anab. 1.17.8; Diod. Sic. 17.22.1). A year later, Alexander 
spared the Kilikian city of Mallos and, amazingly, remitted the tribute it had 
paid to Dareios purely on the basis of shared ancestral ties: the town was 
supposedly an Argive colony (Arr. Anab. 2.5.9). This fixation even seems to 
have penetrated the realm of the utterly mundane, with Argos being grant- 
ed special powers of arbitration under the League of Korinth over minor 
border disputes.*” 

Now since it is certain that Philip, and later Alexander, valued and 
dramatized their Argive "heritage," it does not seem unreasonable to sup- 
pose that the new conqueror of Greece might have preferred a monument 
that recalled, at least implicitly, his Argive roots. At the very least, it seems 
clear that semi-circular bases and circular galleries - some of which have 
been associated speculatively with cults of Argive Herakles - became pop- 
ular in the royal palace at Pella immediately following Philip's death.** 
More interestingly, Bonna Wescoat has recently suggested that an Argive, 
or at least a Peloponnesian, influence can be detected in a number of Make- 
donian monuments and that this stylistic trend might reflect the Argeads’ 
obsession with their legendary Argive origins.“ With all this in mind, is it 
possible that Philip, striding triumphantly into Delphi during the Pythian 
Festival of 338 B.C., gave a quick nod at the Argive dynasts, making his 
preference for his own monument known??? Given the historical back- 
ground, this seems possible. The form of the Argive king monument might 
then be understood as one direct inspiration for the form of Philip's own 
dynastic portrait group. And if this is true, then the connection between 
the early Argive heroes and the Argead dynasts would be secure. The form 
of the base linked Philip and his family with the Argive kings of old and 
may have provided a platform — both literally and figuratively - for a set 
of heroic or divine images. 
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Now even if the Argive kings failed to impress Philip, it seems certain 
that the dramatic, theatrical organization of the famous Achaian dedication 
at Olympia - also organized in a semi-circle - influenced the sculptor Leo- 
chares (Fig. 11). Aileen Ajootian has recently demonstrated that semi-cir- 
cular bases were employed since the middle fifth century B.C. with very 
specific narrative strategies in mind, strategies that seem to have appealed 
to the Athenian master's dramatic sensibilities.” In particular, Ajootian 
showed how the semi-circular base of the Achaian dedication at Olympia — 
sculpted and signed by the renowned Onatas of Aigina (Paus. 5.25.8-10) - 
was specifically designed to facilitate the viewer's entry into a narrative 
space that relied heavily on the visual modes of the ancient theatre. Step- 
ping within the circular theatre that these bases inscribed - in the case of 
Onatas' group, the tableau showed the Achaians drawing lots from 
Agamemnon’s helmet (held by Nestor) for the monomachia with Hektor (Il. 
7.131-208) - the ancient audience immersed themselves in the heroic epi- 
sodes of Homer and entered a world in which the distinction between 
contemporary and mythical time collapsed.” In the Achaian dedication, 
Onatas emphasized this effect by placing Nestor on a separate base sev- 
eral meters across from the main action. Spectators walked between the 
heroes and into the time of legends. 

This spatially defined blurring of temporal boundaries, the blending of 
history and legend within a distinct theatrical precinct, seems to be a direct 
conceptual antecedent for Leochares’ sculptural and architectural tableau. 
Indeed, the base in the Philippeion represents an interesting development 
of Onatas’ original idea since, upon entering the Philippeion, the ancient 
viewer would have been placed in Nestor’s position, set across from a new 
set of “Greek” heroes. All of this is in line with Florian Seiler’s observation 
that the Philippeion was designed as the locus for the specifically theatrical 
display of the Argead dynasts, an idea rooted in the tradition of dramatic 
form first exemplified by the Achaian dedication at Olympia as interpreted 
by Ajootian.? Since it seems possible that the arrangement and costumes 
of the Argead dynasts deliberately pointed back to late fifth and early fourth 
century B.C. artistic models (as will be suggested below) there seems no 
better precedent for the theatrical mode of display witnessed in the Philip- 
peion than Onatas’ fifth century B.C. composition less than 150 meters to 
the east inside the Altis; the monuments were a stone’s throw away from 
each other (Fig. 3). That the conceptual basis for such a composition was 
established over a century prior to the Philippeion’s construction provides 
a glimpse into Leochares’ rich art historical self-consciousness, a point to 
be made explicit shortly. Even more important is the fact that we have, yet 
again, patron and sculptor drawing on a formal pattern of arrangement 
that was seen as appropriate for Greek heroes. 
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Composition and appearance 


Regarding the precise composition of the Argead portraits, autopsy of the 
statue base again yields interesting information that is relevant to the pres- 
ent query. Schleif’s early drawing of the base crowns and their plinth bed- 
dings has been the source of a great deal of speculation and confusion. 
Systematic study has clarified the picture. New drawings by Chrys Kanel- 
lopoulos show the organization of the base, its correct reconstruction and, 
most importantly, the shapes and sizes of the plinth cuttings (Figs. 12-15). 
These data can be directly translated into results regarding the original 
composition and appearance of Leochares’ dynastic group. 

The plinth bedding on block C5 (Figs. 12 and 16) provides a good starting 
point. The bedding cut into C5 is trapezoidal. It is consistently ca. 0.32 m 
wide with a varying length of 0.53 m at the front and 0.46 m at the rear. Most 
commentators have rightly placed a heavily draped female figure on this 
base.” In addition to being supported by innumerable other examples of 
trapezoidal plinth cuttings that held draped females (the shape is very com- 
mon), this conclusion is specifically confirmed by the plinth socket in the 
statue base of Eurydike's portrait recently excavated at Vergina (Figs. 12 and 
16) which is of identical shape and held, without doubt, a standing, draped 
female figure in marble.” Indeed, Eurydike's plinth bedding at Vergina, at 
ca. 0.59 x 0.46 m, is close in size to C5's bedding and even exhibits similar 
right and oblique angles.” This rather basic reading of the physical evidence 
is confirmed by the pry mark that is cut in the rear of C5's bedding. Of all 
the plinth cuttings on the base's crowns only C5 carries such a notch. This 
kind of pry mark is exactly what might be expected if the image was care- 
fully separated from its base and moved within the sanctuary (as opposed 
to being hacked to pieces by metal hunters). Pausanias (5.17.4) tells us that 
the two female Argeads were moved to the Heraion before his visit. His 
testimony is confirmed by the physical evidence.’ The Argead queens stood 
on the ends of the base. 

The positions of Philip, Alexander and Amyntas have also been considered 
controversial. Sometimes Philip is placed in the middle of the base, some- 
times Alexander is given the prominent position but most commentators 
agree that certainty is elusive. This may not be the case. Since the oblong 
plinth beddings on C2-4 have nothing in common with trapezoids that almost 
always hold plinths of draped females, these beddings held portraits of men. 
Of greater importance, however, are the actual and comparative sizes of the 
beddings. They vary significantly and enough to justify interpretation. As 
shown by Table 1, the bedding on C2, at 0.175 m2, is noticeably smaller (just 
under 15% smaller) than that on C3 (0.202 m?) or C4 (0.200 m?) but notice- 
ably larger (just over 15% larger) than the bedding for the female portrait 
on C5 (0,151 m2)? 
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Fig. 12. Leochares’ statue 
base in the Philippeion, plan 
of the reassembled crown. 
(Drawing by Chrys Kanello- 
poulos 2002) 


Fig. 13. Leochares' statue 
base in the Philippeion, plan 
of the reassembled base. 
(Drawing by Chrys Kanello- 
poulos 2002) 


Fig. 14. Leochares' statue 
base in the Philippeion, 
crown detail C3. (Drawing 
by Chrys Kanellopoulos 
2002) 
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Fig. 15. Leochares’ statue 
base in the Philippeion, base 
detail B3. (Drawing by Chrys 
Kanellopoulos 2002) 


Fig. 16. Leochares’ statue 
base in the Philippeion, pho- 
tograph of crown block C5. 
(Photograph by author) 


Table 1. Dimensions of plinth beddings, the statue base in the Philippeion 


Block Area? 

C1 missing 
C2 0.175 m? 
C3 0.202 m? 
CA 0.200 m? 
C5 0.151 m? 


Now, even if it was not known that these four bases held two adult men, a 
youth and a woman, the size of the plinth beddings would have suggested as 
much. Of the three oblong beddings that held portraits of men C2, the small- 
est of the three, held Alexander. This can be stated with confidence since 
Alexander's age would have demanded a smaller size when placed next to 
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his elder male relatives.’ While a shift in pose — and thus perhaps plinth 
type - might be seen as the reason for the difference in bedding size, it cannot 
be denied that the portrait placed in the position of honor next to the central 
figure was conceived as spatially subordinate. This makes good sense for a 
portrait of the young prince set up in 338 B.C. This reading of the archaeol- 
ogy is confirmed by the famous Kallithea Monument which clearly shows 
how late fourth century B.C. Athenian, free standing, commemorative marble 
portraiture showed teenage sons of prominent families as slightly smaller 
adults when placed beside their fathers in order to communicate the precise 
nature of the hierarchical and familial relationship.“ An identical phenome- 
non can be observed in the Daochos Monument in Delphi and there are many 
other examples. Alexander stood at his father's right hand. 

This physical evidence bears upon the question of patronage. Had he 
commissioned Leochares' portrait group, Alexander surely would have re- 
quested to be shown younger than his elder male relatives but it is unlikely 
that the new king would have asked to be shown smaller and in a subordinate 
position to his father with whom he consistently competed. Unless compel- 
ling reason can be given to explain this physical evidence, patronage of the 
portraits, and thus the monument as a whole, should probably belong to 
Philip - a conclusion that was already suggested and supported by inde- 
pendent archaeological evidence in the first part of this paper. 

Once it is accepted that C2 held the portrait of Alexander, the rest of the 
composition falls into place. Since Amyntas cannot have been placed in the 
center of the group, C3 (which also preserves the largest plinth cutting) held 
the portrait of Philip. The portrait of Amyntas was placed on C4 and his wife 
Eurydike was placed next to him on C5. Olympias should then be placed 
on the lost block, C1, next to her son. Mother and son shared the position of 
honor at Philip's proper right, a placement that has dramatic political and 
ideological ramifications.? From left to right then, the correct order of the 
portraits was Olympias (C1), Alexander (C2), Philip (C3), Amyntas (C4) and 
Eurydike (C5). Clearly, the building was called the Philippeion for a reason. 

Now, in addition to providing some important information regarding the 
organization of the Argead portraits, analysis of the base also sparks a dif- 
ferent sort of question. Namely, can the statue base suggest other information 
regarding the actual appearance of the Argead dynasts? Since the semi-circu- 
lar form of the statue base is rooted in a fifth and mid-fourth century B.C. 
tradition and since the statue base's moldings are clearly Attic and Classiciz- 
ing (even if they are strained through the filters of the Karian and Tegean 
monuments as noted above), one obvious question might be whether this 
information can be translated into anything solid regarding the style of the 
images themselves. Beyond the obviously significant Athenian ethnicity of 
the sculptor, is there reason to believe that the Argead portraits were stylis- 
tically Atticizing and/or retrospective? 
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This question would be purely rhetorical if not for the excavation of the 
Vergina Eurydike in 1989 by Chrysoula Saatsoglou-Paliadeli (Figs. 17-19). 
This important middle fourth century B.C. marble portrait of Philip's moth- 
er was set up within the sanctuary of Eukleia in the Agora of ancient Ver- 
gina. The Vergina Eurydike provides the ideal — and at present the only — 
model for the queen's portrait in Olympia. The two portraits are roughly 
contemporary, the plinth cuttings for both portraits are very similar in shape 
and size and Andronikos and Saatsoglou-Paliadeli would even make them 
simultaneous dedications commemorating Chaironeia (although this reading 
is not without serious complications). 

More importantly here, however, is the fact that the Vergina portrait is 
both Atticizing and retrospective and that these stylistic traits provided the 
formal armature for an iconography of heroization, a vital point in the pres- 
ent discussion.‘ Saatsoglou-Paliadeli has suggested that the workmanship 
of the Vergina portrait is Attic, an observation that is supported by the fact 
that the portrait is made of Pentelic marble.°® More significant is the fact that 
the dress and basic pose of Eurydike's portrait in Vergina - especially the 
broad back-mantle, hang of the apoptygma, heavy kolpos and the columnar 
verticals of the lower peplos (but not the veil) — take as their immediate 
iconographic model Kephisodotos the Elder's famous Attic masterpiece, the 
statue of Eirene and Plutos set up in Athens around 370 (Fig. 19).9 The heavy 
costume seems to have been particularly appropriate for traditional, ma- 
tronly women and may have communicated a sense of the heroic past.” Sir 
John Boardman has noted that Eirene's peplos was specifically old-fashioned 
(which would make such costume in the 330s positively antique) and Olga 
Palagia has pointed out that the dress is worn with particular frequency by 
matronly, divine figures (specifically Demeter) on fourth century reliefs.” 

Now none of this proves that Leochares' portrait of Eurydike in the Philip- 
peion was stylistically retrospective or that she was costumed in old-fash- 
ioned or heroic dress. At the same time, it does seem logical to suppose that 
if Eurydike was iconographically heroized in the hinterlands of Makedon 
then she might have been similarly represented in the center of the Greek 
world during a time when her son's influence was utterly pervasive and at 
a site where her position as the queen mother was specifically being empha- 
sized.” The other retrospective facets of the monument point firmly (and 
independently) towards this conclusion. This hypothesis also works well 
with Sheila Dillon's recent discussion of costume as a defining attribute of 
early Hellenistic portraits of women and with Wilfred Geominy's new dem- 
onstration that heroized portraits of the early Hellenistic period could be 
shown in “historical” (i.e. retrospective) costume to recall ages past.^? By this 
reasoning, the possibility that Eurydike was shown in heroic guise is real. 
For the first time in the history of Greek sculpture, a historical (possibly liv- 
ing) woman was shown in the guise of a heroine. 
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Fig. 17a-c. Marble portrait statue of Eurydike, mother of Philip II. From the sanc- 
tuary of Eukleia, Vergina. Ca. 350-340 B.C. Restored H. 1.90 m. (Photographs by 
Petros Themelis) 


So much can be said for Eurydike. But what of her son Philip? If what 
has been suggested about his mother is correct, the restoration of a heroic 
or divinizing Philip at the center of the dynastic ensemble seems equally 
possible. (Whether any solid iconographic data can be taken from this re- 
mains speculative pending the discovery of further evidence.) It is worth 
remembering that the Argead dynasts, Philip foremost among them, claimed 
direct descent from Zeus via Herakles and the Argive Temenids.”4 Leonhard 
Schumacher, among others, has also suggested a close connection between 
Philip and Zeus on Makedonian coins minted in the third quarter of the 
fourth century.” This interesting (but speculative) connection is made more 
compelling by the presence of the subtle anastole in Zeus's hair witnessed on 
several issues (this particular hair style would, of course, become Alexander's 
trademark) and the fact that the head of Zeus had never appeared on Make- 
donian coins before those of Philip." 

Much more concretely, a portrait of Philip was set up inside the great 
temple of Artemis at Ephesos sometime before 334 B.C. (Arr. Anab. 1.19.11) 
making him a co-occupant of the Artemision. This is a critical point in the 
argument since later Hellenistic kings — for example, Antiochos’ queen 
Apollonis, Attalos I, Attalos III, Antiochos III, Ariarthes V and Mithradates 
VI - followed Philip's lead and made specific efforts to place themselves 
inside other gods' temples to enhance their own royal/divine statue." Also 
important is the fact that Philip had no qualms about commissioning his 
own “god-like” portrait to be carried in procession and “enthroned” with 
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Fig. 18. Marble portrait statue of Eury- 
dike, mother of Philip II. From the sanc- 
tuary of Eukleia, Vergina. Ca. 365-340 
(?) B.C. View of head, veil is missing. 
(Photographs by Petros Themelis) 


the twelve Olympians on the ill-fated day of his daughter's wedding that 
same year (Diod. Sic. 16.92.5, 16.95.1). That both of these "divinizing" 
portraits of the king were set up immediately after Leochares' commission 
in 338 B.C. may not be a coincidence. The establishment of a cult of Zeus 
Philippios by the Eresians of Lesbos further shows how closely Philip was 
connected with Zeus and his cult, a fact that might hint at his own divine 
pretensions.” 

Of even greater interest here are two pieces of neglected textual evidence. 
The first is a middle fourth century inscription (SEG 38.658) found reused 
as building material in Basilica A in Philippoi and published in 1988 by Pierre 
Ducrey.? While fragmentary, this inscription clearly records the sale of plots 
of sacred land (temené) that are specifically ear-marked as the property of 
the gods. A temenos of Ares is mentioned by name (l. 9, col. 1) as are a teme- 
nos of Poseidon (l. 9, col. 2) and a temenos “of the heroes” (l. 9, col. 2). Of 
critical significance is that at least two temené of Philip are also plainly dis- 
cussed (ll. 1 and 6). Ducrey originally argued that the existence of these 
temene of Philip did not necessarily imply cult or divine/heroic status for the 
king.?! This reading, however, was immediately challenged by Miltiades 
Hatzopoulos, who noted that a "temenos" should almost certainly be under- 
stood as consecrated land.? This opinion has now received strong support 
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Fig. 19. Eirene and Plutos by Kephi- 
sodotos. Roman copy of an original ca. 
375-370 B.C. Munich, Glyptothek 216. 
Ht. 2.01 m. (Photograph courtesy Sta- 
atliche Antinkensammlungen und 
Glyptothek) 
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from Angelos Chaniotis who has suggested that this evidence represents the 
deciding factor in the debate over Philip's divine or heroic status "7 What- 
ever the final solution to the problems presented by this particular stone, 
there can be no doubt that the inscription ranks Philip amongst the highest 
of heroes and gods. And if this idea circulated epigraphically in fourth cen- 
tury B.C. Makedonia, it is certain that the same notion could have been 
communicated iconographically by fourth century artists and sculptors. If 
this is true, then Philip stands as the father of the Hellenistic divine portrait 
convention and the nature of his image in the Philippeion should probably 
be considered divinizing or, at the very least, heroic. 

A final piece of evidence lends strong support to this hypothesis. In an 
often overlooked passage from the thirty-seventh Discourse of Dion Chryso- 
stom (37.42), the orator relates a story in which Mummius stole a statue of 
Philip from Thespiai, labeled the portrait Zeus, then dedicated the image in 
Rome Pi If this tale is accurate, then Damaskos must be correct when he notes 
that Philip's portrait should have at least resembled Zeus if Mummius could 
confuse the two images. While this idea cannot shed any light on the prob- 


148 Peter Schultz 


lematic subject of Philip's physiognomic likeness (nothing is known with 
certainty), it does begin to confirm the argument regarding Philip's use of 
explicitly divinizing imagery.*6 That this divinizing public persona was first 
engineered (or maybe finally perfected?) by Leochares within the potent ar- 
chitectural and religious context of Zeus' sanctuary in the Altis seems likely. 

Is it possible to suggest that the young general Alexander was also cast 
in heroic guise? Here, Andrew Stewart's famous archaeological hydra - the 
Alexander Doryphoros - grows a new, and potentially ugly, head.? The 
evidence for multiple versions of this important portrait of Alexander with 
spear is solid and very well-known. There can be no doubt regarding the 
existence of many fourth century B.C. versions. The question here, however, 
is whether one example of the Alexander Doryphoros could possibly have 
been sculpted by Leochares and set up in the Philippeion. The single con- 
ceptual problem with this line of inquiry - that the invention of the Alexan- 
der Doryphoros is often exclusively attributed on the authority of Plutarch 
(De Alex. fort. 335f; De Is. et Os. 360d) to Lysippos - has been effectively 
countered by Smith and Stewart. Both have demonstrated that there is no 
reason to assume on the basis of Plutarch's text that there was one particu- 
larly famous prototype of the Alexander Doryphoros nor that this prototype 
must belong exclusively to Lysippos. The field of inquiry is open. Since this 
is so, might the invention of the type be slightly earlier than previously al- 
lowed and might an example of the type have been placed in the Philip- 
peion? Three points ask that the possibility should be considered. 

First, with regards to date. As is well known, the chronology and devel- 
opment of the Alexander Doryphoros is based on three series of bronze 
statuettes, the Stanford, Fouquet and Nelidow types.” Because of their var- 
ious poses and scales, these images necessarily suggest a wide range of dates 
and prototypes. The Stanford Alexander — apparently the earliest of the three 
statuettes typologically and thus the only one that could plausibly be con- 
nected to a pre-334 B.C. monument - is often dated to the middle 330s B.C. 
(Fig. 20). This date is based on its reserved, introspective pose and the type's 
appearance on a rock cut relief at Myra in Lykia carved sometime after 334 
B.C. when Alexander passed through the region.? Two things are worth 
remembering in this context. First, the Myra relief provides only a terminus 
ante quem for one possible original Alexander Doryphoros, nothing more. 
Second, and more importantly, an identical contraposto was broadly used 
throughout the late fifth and fourth century B.C. for portraits of athletes and 
soldiers as well as for heroes and deities.” That the Stanford Alexander might 
generally reflect a prototype of ca. 338-336 B.C. as opposed to ca. 334 B.C. 
cannot be rejected on the basis of style or typology. More to the point, even 
if there is no direct connection between the Stanford statuette type and 
Leochares' portrait of Alexander in the Philippeion, there is no question that 
the basic type was available for use in the middle 330s B.C. 
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Fig. 20. Bronze statuette of Alexander, 
Hellenistic/ Roman copy after an origi- 
nal of 330 B.C. Iris & B. Gerald Cantor 
Center for Visual Arts at Stanford Uni- 
versity, inv. no. 1975-47. H. 10.7 cm. 
(Photo: Iris & B. Gerald Cantor Center 
for Visual Arts at Stanford University. 
The Hazel Hansen Fund, neg. 19231) 


Second, heads associated with the Stanford statuette can provide some 
useful (if still hypothetical) data as to a possible connection between the type 
and a possible Alexander Doryphoros in the Philippeion. Only two portrait 
types can be firmly associated with the Alexander Doryphoros: the Azara 
types and the Schwarzenberg types. The Azara-type has, for good reason, 
been seen as reflecting a late portrait of the king, so it cannot be realistically 
connected to the Stanford statuettes which reflect an early prototype.? This 
leaves the Schwarzenberg head which does seem particularly suited to the 
Stanford type statuette on account of the very slight tilt of the head to the 
proper left.” (This stance, incidentally, would be ideal for an Alexander placed 
slightly to the viewer's left on a high pedestal, just as he was placed in the 
Philippeion.) Of particular importance here is the apparent youth of the sitter. 
From the rarely photographed oblique proper right (Fig. 21), Alexander ap- 
pears just as young - if not younger! - than the Akropolis Alexander that is 
consistently associated with Leochares’ portrait.” His age is specifically em- 
phasized by his boyish large ears, his thin neck and his very short hair. These 
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Fig. 21. Head of Alexander, the "Schwarzen- 
berg" Alexander. Roman copy (?) of an origi- 
nal ca. 340-330 B.C. Vienna, Collection 
Erkinger von Scwarzenberg. Marble. H. ca. 
35.5 cm. Oblique view from the proper right. 
(Photograph by Andrew Stewart) 


features are more than appropriate for a portrait carved when the sitter was 
in his late teens. The conspicuous lack of long, leonine mane, so important in 
later characterization of the king, is particularly telling and must be ex- 
plained.” Also important is the fact that Erkinger Schwarzenberg showed 
long ago that the anastole seen in this young portrait derives directly from the 
portrait of a man from the Maussolleion at Halikarnassos.” As has been 
shown, the link between the Philippeion and the Maussolleion is firm ar- 
chaeologically and Leochares' presence is attested at both sites in the litera- 
ture. While this argument does not demand that the Schwarzenberg head 
reflect a Leocharean original, it does seem worth pointing out that the only 
portrait head that can be firmly associated with an early Alexander Dorypho- 
ros can also be associated with the Attic sculptor - an interesting coincidence.” 

Third and finally, an Alexander Doryphoros in the Philippeion makes 
good sense iconographically. The connection between the mighty spear- 
bearing Achilleus and Alexander had been cultivated in Pella since the prince 
was a boy (Plut. Vit. Alex. 2.1). There is no reason to believe that the type 
must be a post-334 B.C. invention. More importantly, the Philippeion was a 
war monument. With Philip divinized beyond worldly concerns and the 
Argead queens heroized and calm, an Alexander Doryphoros might have 
provided a device by which the actual occasion for the monument was sub- 
tly (or not so subtly) evoked. Certainly Alexander's position in the battle of 
Chaironeia as Philip's right-hand general was known throughout Greece 
(Plut. Vit. Alex. 9.4; Curtius 8.1.23) and this, too, may have inspired the use 
of the spear-bearing type in this particular context. The appropriation of 
what was still considered to be a quintessential Greek (and specifically Ar- 
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give) form would also have accorded perfectly with Argead propaganda and 
the Makedonian quest for racial legitimacy on the mainland, a quest that 
began at Olympia.” Also important here might be the interesting tension 
between the idealized, heroic sculptural category (the doryphoros type gener- 
ally) and the historical reality (Alexander's status as general) that made the 
form viable as a realistic image of the young warrior-prince.? More interest- 
ing, however, is the fact that some versions of the Stanford type (and only 
the Stanford type) show Alexander with his spear held point down. Among 
other examples, the motif is most famously shown on the Alexander fresco 
in Pompeii. Stewart has provocatively noted that women are present at this 
and all other occasions in which Alexander holds his spear point-down and 
that the reversal of this old military motif might have communicated the 
idea that War has given way to Peace. The point-down spear as a peace 
sign is hardly a Roman invention, as the famous Bendis relief (329/28 B.C.) 
in Copenhagen, among others, demonstrates.'°! The presence of Alexander's 
mother and grandmother in the Philippeion and the particular propaganda 
required by Philip for his Common Peace provide an ideal archaeological 
and historical frame for this interpretation of the motif. A heroized Alexan- 
der Doryphoros, with spear held point-down, would have perfectly com- 
municated much of the monument's message. 

An interesting point is raised by the preceding arrangement and recon- 
struction of figures. If the dominant central figure of Leochares' group (a 
divinized Philip) was, in fact, flanked by a heroic younger couple on his 
proper right (Alexander/Doryphoros and Olympias/Peplophoros) and an 
elderly couple on his proper left (Amyntas and Eurydike/Peplophoros), then 
Leochares' sculptural composition in the Philippeion takes as its most obvi- 
ous model the center of the temple of Zeus's east pediment about 120 meters 
to the east as correctly restored by Herrmann, Stewart, and Boardman 
(Fig. 22).'” This blatant example of early Hellenistic invenzione all'antica is 
not surprising. On the contrary it is quite typical of the hyper-intellectualized 
fourth century B.C., quite in line with the other retrospective characteristics 
of Leochares' composition and more than appropriate when Philip's long 
standing patronage of the site and his strong connections to Pelops, Olympic 
chariot racing and Olympian Zeus are remembered.!? The iconographic 
implications of this comparison are fairly obvious. The Makedonian royal 
family is likened to the founding heroes of Olympian myth with Philip lik- 
ened specifically to Zeus, an iconographic move that receives independent 
confirmation from Dion Chrysostom (37.42), as noted above. 

Now within this context of speculative heroizing and/or divinizing por- 
traits, the materials that Leochares used for his heroic composition are worth 
discussing again. Indeed, everything suggested so far regarding the possible 
composition and appearance of the Argead dynasts is perfectly supported 
by the sculptor's supposed choice of precious materials since the use of gold 
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Fig. 22. The east pediment of the temple of Zeus at Olympia as restored by Her- 
mann (1972), Stewart (1990) and Boardman (1991). (Drawing by David Boggs 
2006, after Boardman 1991, fig. 18) 


and ivory (the material of the dynasts as reported by Pausanias) had been 
hitherto reserved for Classical cult images most famously constructed by the 
Attic school. 

The problem, of course, is that one look at the plinth cuttings (Figs. 12, 
14, 16) found on the Philippeion's base should be enough to convince any 
archaeologist that Pausanias was misinformed when he reported the mate- 
rials from which the Argead portraits were fashioned. The beddings on the 
Philippeion's base were made to hold stone images - presumably of marble - 
not images of gold and ivory. 

This is not a new idea. In his 1987 commentary on Pausanias, Felix Eck- 
stein suggested that Leochares' Argead portraits were made of marble on 
the basis of the obvious evidence on the statue base 7 The idea was embel- 
lished by Konrad Hitzl in 1995, who acknowledged Eckstein's hypothesis 
but proposed that Leochares had used a hitherto undocumented type of 
akrolithic technique using marble and ivory although no comparanda for a 
hybrid ivory/marble free standing portrait was given.!® Eckstein's hypothesis 
seems like it may be the better one.! If these bases had been excavated 
without Pausanias' testimony and if the archaeologist responsible had pro- 
posed that the bases held images of ivory and gold, the excavator's pro- 
posal would have been dismissed out of hand. The physical evidence is that 
clean." The beddings are meant to hold stone plinths. 
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To clarify the point, it might be useful to review how chryselephantine 
images were mounted. The best example comes from the Athenian temple 
on Delos most recently treated in detail by Kenneth Lapatin.'° In this case, 
the gold and ivory statues were fashioned and mounted on wooden arma- 
tures. The support structures of these images were wooden frames like those 
employed for the Athena Parthenos in Athens.” These wooden frames were 
secured to their statue bases by way of square wooden posts wrapped in 
bronze sheet. The sockets for these posts on Delos are consistently 12-18 cm 
deep. This is over twice the depth of the flat beddings on the Philippeion 
base. If the base in the Philippeion held images of ivory and gold, the cut- 
tings for the posts of the chryselephantine statues' wooden armature would 
remain as Lapatin has already pointed out.'!° They do not. Indeed, even if 
the plinth beddings on the Philippeion's base belonged to some hypothetical 
second phase - for which there is no evidence - traces of the original fasten- 
ings would still remain within the shallow beddings themselves. The Argead 
portraits were almost certainly made of stone. 

Now there is good reason to question Pausanias' account in this particu- 
lar case. The traveler also mistook the Philippeion's limestone ashlar wall 
for fired brick (5.20.10). This error is acknowledged by all modern commen- 
tators. The traveler does not seem to have inspected the Philippeion first 
hand. Indeed, since Pausanias generally prefers sacred to profane monu- 
ments, since he laments the "tragedy of Chaironeia" on five separate occa- 
sions (1.25.3, 5.20.10, 7.10.5, 9.6.2, 10.3.2) and since he specifically detested 
Philip (5.4.9, 8.7.5), he may have had less interest in a war monument that 
commemorated Philip's triumph and the ruin of Greece than modern ar- 
chaeologists have assumed.!!! If this was true, then he probably just asked 
his guide - Aristarchos, supposedly a descendant of the great lamos - who 
then gave him the usual run around. It is important to remember that Chris- 
tian Habicht, Pausanias' most formidable modern defender, has explicitly 
noted that this same Aristarchos was responsible for the most ridiculous 
story in the traveler’s entire work.!? Aristarchos might also be responsible 
for the other errors that W.K. Pritchett and Anne Jacquemin have discussed 
in connection with Pausanias’ description of the Altis.!? These acknowledged 
errors were consistently made in connection to sculpture and architecture 
that the traveler did not personally inspect. Since Pausanias is very reliable 
elsewhere, the oversight regarding the materials from which the Argead 
dynasts were made should probably be attributed to his guide.!^ More 
important than all this, however, is the fact that the statues of Eurydike and 
Olympias are specifically not included in Pausanias' list (5.17.3) of the other 
chryselephantine images that he saw inside the Heraion. Instead they are 
added as an after thought. Indeed, since the text gives no reason to believe 
that he inspected these images first hand Pausanias probably depended 
(again) on the problematic Aristarchos for his information. 
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It is not difficult to speculate how this story of chryselephantine portraits 
may have circulated. The most likely possibility is that the images of Philip 
and his family were heavily gilded and/or painted either originally or at 
some later date 177 This gilding, when combined with the natural aging and 
polishing of Parian stone, could have produced an image that appeared 
chryselephantine, an effect that would have been enhanced if the images 
were, in fact, heroizing or divinizing in appearance.!^ This idea was then 
fostered by local guides looking for something spectacular to say about the 
most historically significant monument on the site — an easy habit to get into 
when a tour or lecture demands a spectacular material correlate for a spec- 
tacular battle!! The phenomenon of painting, gilding and polishing ancient 
marble is well known so this hypothesis is not particularly radical.''® Prax- 
iteles' gilded portrait of Phryne (Paus. 10.15.1) is probably the most relevant 
example, but certainly not the only one.!? There may even have been some- 
thing of a tradition of gilded Makedonian royal portraits upon which Philip 
based his decision. Alexander I set up gilded (not solid gold or chrysele- 
phantine) portraits of himself at Delphi and, more importantly, at Olympia 
itself.'?? Alexander III followed suit and seems to have ordered his generals 
to erect gilded (again, not solid gold or chryselephantine) portraits of himself 
at Delphi.??! It is also worth remembering that the notion of secondary gild- 
ing is specifically attested within the context of Alexandrian portraiture when 
Nero had a fourth century B.C. portrait of the young king plated in gold 
(Plin. NH 34.63).'”” The use of gilding for the Argead dynasts seems to be 
the best one, reconciling as it does Pausanias' second-hand information, the 
clear evidence on the statue base and the archaeological comparanda. 

This conclusion that Leochares' Argead portraits were gilded and/or heav- 
ily painted marble as opposed to gold and ivory need not affect the hypo- 
thesis that Philip and his family were shown in heroic or divine guise. 
Clearly, the materials from which the portraits were made represent only 
one factor among many in an argument for the restoration of heroizing or 
divinizing images. In any case, by the end of the fourth century B.C. the use 
of marble for portraiture may have had heroic connotations. This was cer- 
tainly the case a generation later when the use of marble for portraiture (as 
opposed to bronze) had blatantly heroic or divine connotations.'? 


Setting 


It remains only to comment briefly on the Philippeion itself. The architec- 
tural setting of Leochares' Argead portraits contributed greatly to the sig- 
nificance of the sculpture group 177 At Olympia, a sanctuary in which portraits 
had been dedicated under the open sky for centuries, the creation of a closed, 
exclusive architectural zone for the display of the Argead dynasts was unique. 
In many ways, the significance of the Philippeion can be seen to rest in this 
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simple fact. The elaborate venue for Leochares’ images — by its very exis- 
tence - divided and distinguished the Argead dynasts from the hundreds 
of other portraits that had been dedicated at Olympia in the past. Simply by 
virtue of their placement within the tholos, the portraits made a powerful 
statement. The significance of later galleries for other groups of heroized 
portraits, like the rectangular gallery that held Daochos' family at Delphi for 
example, can also be understood in this manner.'? The architecture framed 
and emphasized the royal images, elevating them above the common throng 
of votive portraiture. 

But even if the architecture is understood as an elite gallery, the Philip- 
peion hardly had to be designed as a tholos. What motivated the decision to 
place Leochares' portraits in a round building? Here it is worth considering 
other readings that have been given for the Philippeion's architecture. To 
begin, there seems to be little doubt that the Philippeion could be understood 
as a victory dedication and thank offering to Zeus." It is also possible that 
the Philippeion's architecture may have communicated the general idea of 
"treasury" (even though it now seems clear that the building's primary func- 
tion was not to protect chryselephantine images) or even “pan-Hellenic head- 
quarters" (an old idea based on false analogy with the tholos in Athens). 
While there seems to be no unequivocal evidence for cult in connection with 
the building, the urge to understand the Philippeion's architecture as com- 
municating the idea of "heroón" is also very strong, and probably correct on 
some level if the Argeads were shown in heroic or old-fashioned costume." 

While all these readings of the Philippeion are interesting, the difficulty 
with them is that the defining characteristic of the tholos — its circular plan — 
does not play a central role in defining the architecture's meaning. Indeed, 
since Townsend has now shown that the Philippeion's form as a whole must 
be broadly understood as a text to be decoded and unpacked, the roundness 
of the tholos should have at least something to do with the architecture's 
significance.'? In this context, it is must be admitted that the Philippeion's 
status as a victory dedication is not uniquely communicated, or even em- 
phasized, by the tholos form. By the same token, treasuries were consis- 
tently rectangular, not round. (77 While the Philippeion's circular architecture 
may have recalled a Mycenaean tholos tomb (and thus hinted at the heroic 
past) the vast majority of known, monumentalized heroa from the Geomet- 
ric period and later were polygonal not circular.'*' In the end, the character- 
izations of the Philippeion as a victory monument, a treasury, or a heroón 
do not seem to fully explain the defining circularity of the tholos nor why 
this form was chosen as the appropriate locus for the presentation of the 
Argead dynasts. 

One alternative idea that might move the discussion forward would be 
if the Philippeion's round architecture could be understood as a straightfor- 
ward theatron - literally a place for seeing — or more specifically, a place for 
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spectacle. Indeed, if other symbolic readings of the building’s architecture 
are necessary, they could all be built on top of the practical and fairly mun- 
dane idea that by the second quarter of the fourth century B.C., tholoi (and 
round spaces generally) had become the ideal spaces for the spectacle and 
display. While the Philippeion obviously was not open to the air like a fourth 
century B.C. Greek theater, it was still amonumentalized orchestra and its 
design was based upon an identical circular geometry. All of this may have 
factored into the building’s design. The formal significance of the Philip- 
peion’s round architecture, to come full circle, may be nothing more than a 
simple expression of its simple function as a space for the presentation of 
Leochares’ votive portraits. 

Now this notion of circular spaces as ideal zones for sculptural display 
seems to originate in the early fifth century B.C. with the invention of semi- 
circular statue bases and their inscribed theatra. As noted above, Ajootian 
has shown how the semi-circular base of the Achaian dedication at Olympia, 
and others like it, were designed to facilitate the viewer’s entry into a nar- 
rative zone that was blatantly heroic and theatrical. Equally important 
here are other important fifth and fourth century B.C. semi-circular bases 
that were set within their own, distinct architectural contexts. The semi- 
circular bases within the choregic monuments in the Dionysion at Thasos 
(Fig. 23) and the semi-circular statue base inside the “dynastic” Monument 
to the southwest of the Daochos Monument in Delphi (Fig. 24) are only the 
best known examples.'* In these instances, the function and significance of 
the semi-circular statue bases was, as Borbein showed regarding the choregic 
monuments on Thasos, patently dramatic in the full Greek sense of the word 
while the buildings that framed these bases were designed to protect the 
sculpture from the elements and to provide a setting within which the the- 
atrical tableau might be observed.'** Even more important is the fact that, at 
least in the case of the Thasian monuments, the statues set on these semi- 
circular bases were not simple portraits but rather images of gods and per- 
sonifications. The same might be said of the Philippeion. The building per- 
formed the same theatrical function as the galleries noted above and may 
have communicated the same notion of elevated status for the images set 
within it. The distinction between the Philippeion and other fourth and third 
century B.C. galleries is that the round form of the tholos, in contrast to the 
rectangular buildings noted above, followed the shape of the base and thus 
hinted at the building's function. In this sense, then, the building was de- 
signed from the inside out. 

Of course, the Philippeion was not the only early Hellenistic tholos to be 
used as a theatron. The tholos on the highest terrace of Knidos - excavated by 
Iris C. Love in the late 1960s and early 1970s — was almost certainly designed 
for the specific display of Praxiteles Knidian Aphrodite (Fig. 25). While the 
function and date of the Knidian tholos has become somewhat (and maybe 
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Thasos showing the choregic monu- 
ments statue bases, late fourth cen- — | 
tury B.C. (Drawing by David Boggs \ 
2006) 


Fig. 23. Plan of the Dionysion on IK 
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Fig. 24. Plan of the "dynastic" R 
Monument at Delphi, ca. 325 B.C. 
(Drawing by David Boggs 2006) er" 


needlessly) controversial since Hansgeorg Bankel's 1997 re-study of the mon- 
ument, the famous testimony of Pliny (NH 36.21) and Pseudo-Lukian (Amores 
13-4) is strong, unambiguous and cannot be lightly dismissed.'°° Both authors 
stress the importance of the theatrical setting within which the image was 
placed and the manner in which the tholos specifically facilitated viewing. 
For Pliny (NH 36.21): "the whole of its small temple is open, so that the like- 
ness ... can be seen from every side. The same wonder is provoked from every 
view." While for Pseudo-Lukian (Amores 13-4): "the temple has doors on both 
sides, for those who want to see the goddess in detail from the back, in order 
that no part of her be wondered at. So it is easy for men entering at the other 
door to examine the beautiful form from behind." The Knidian tholos was a 
theatron — it was a display space 17 (Interestingly, Giorgio Ortolani has now 
shown that an identical concern dictated the design of the Roman copy of the 
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Fig. 25. Reconstuction of the temple 
of Aphrodite Euploia on Knidos, ca. 
350-330 B.C. (?)(Drawing by David 
Boggs 2006, after Love 1972, fig. 9) 


Knidian tholos in Hadrian's Villa at Tivoli.'°®) Praxiteles’ sculpture was meant 
to be viewed from all sides - the goddess was situated to be seen - and the 
tholos' circular form both facilitated and communicated this idea. 

The theatrical viewing demanded by the Knidian Aphrodite was hardly 
unique in the early Hellenistic period. Indeed, a concern with fully three- 
dimensional sculpture and the need to view and appreciate these objects in 
the round is one of the most well known aesthetic concerns of fourth cen- 
tury B.C. sculpture.'? More importantly, if the traditional date and function 
of the Knidian tholos are correct, then Leochares could have been directly 
inspired by the temple/theatre there. Leochares knew Praxiteles, he was ac- 
tive in Karia and the moldings on his statue base in the Philippeion can be 
directly traced through a Knidian prototype as was noted above.!^ The chain 
of influence is firm. That the Knidian tholos held the image of a goddess 
should not damage this hypothesis, especially if Philip and his family were 
shown in heroic or divinizing guise. By the early 330s B.C., there would have 
been nothing surprising about a tholos used as a gallery for the display of 
heroic, semi-divine or divine figures. That an architectural frame of this sort 
would have reinforced the overall heroic and/or divine sense of the images 
(whatever they looked like) seems obvious. 

The Philippeion's famous descendant, the Lysikrates Monument (Fig. 26), 
provides another good example of a tholos being used as a theatron, albeit 
in somewhat different manner. The comparison is relevant since it is well 
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Fig. 26. The Lysikrates Monument in Athens, 
335/34 B.C. (Drawing by David Boggs 2006, 
after Bauer 1977, pl. 9) 


known that the little building was intimately connected to the Philippeion 
on stylistic and typological grounds.'*! In terms of function and significance 
(beyond advertising Lysikrates’ victory in the boys’ dithyramb in 335/4 B.C.) 
the small building’s purpose was to facilitate the exhibition of Lysikrates’ 
tripod and, more importantly, the statue of Dionysos that the monument 
contained. The small tholos was designed as a miniature theatron. Critical 
here, of course, is Heinrich Bauer’s demonstration that the Lysikrates Mon- 
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ument was originally designed to encourage the view of the statue of Dio- 
nysos from all sides. The panels which now close the bays between the 
monuments columns were added only later as support for the entablature.!? 
The building was designed to be walked around and the image within in- 
tended to be scrutinized from multiple vantage points. This is proved by the 
design of the frieze. While the primary view of the statue was from the east, 
Wolfgang Ehrhardt has now shown that the frieze's full narrative can only 
be understood via circumnavigation.!? In other words, the monument itself 
promoted a very particular sort of behavior on the part of the ancient view- 
er: the tholos forced the audience to walk around the image that it contained. 

Here again, it is the peculiar and defining circularity of the tholos form 
that lends itself to the framing of fully realized sculpture. More important, 
however, is the fact that the connection between the Lysikrates Monument 
and the Philippeion is secure and that there is no question that one purpose 
of the former was to serve as an architectural setting for the display of a free 
standing sculptural monument. Since Leochares' presence in Athens during 
the 330s B.C. and later is certain, the possibility that the two monuments 
could have been governed by similar aesthetic concerns hardly seems strange. 
Again, that the little tholos held an image of a god seems very much in line 
with the possible heroic or divine depictions of the Argead dynasts. 

But what of the Philippeion's two most famous predecessors, the tholoi 
at Epidauros and Delphi?'^* Here as well, the notion of circular tholoi as 
spaces designed for divine spectacle - or maybe it should be said epiphanies — 
seems to manifest. 

Pausanias (2.27.3) saw important paintings by the fourth century B.C. 
painter Pausias in the tholos at the Asklepieion at Epidauros.'® At least in 
Roman times, the Epidaurian tholos was used for display or presentation, 
although Pausias' fourth century B.C. date suggests that this function could 
have been original. Also supporting an original, theatrical function for the 
Epidaurian tholos are the fourth century building inscriptions (e.g. IG IV? 
103) that call the building the thymele. From the end of the fifth century B.C. 
onward (Pratin. fr. 708.2 P.), thymelé had blatantly theatrical connotations — 
specifically with song and dance - and signified the orchestra or the altar to 
Dionysos set therein.'“° Later, in the Hellenistic and Roman periods (Phry- 
nichos 142; Plut. Vit. Alex. 67; Vit. Dem. 12) the word specifically meant the- 
atre or stage. The possibility that the tholos at Epidauros was called the 
thymelé in the accounts simply as a means to distinguish it from the theater 
proper deserves serious thought. 

Of even greater interest in this specific context is the fact that some would 
see the thymelé as the locus for the performance for the renowned Epid- 
aurian paeans.'^ This controversial hypothesis is far beyond the scope of 
the current paper but even so, there is no doubt that Epidaurian tholos’ 
strange basement when combined with the hole in the center of its floor 
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transformed the entire building into a mighty acoustical chamber perfectly 
suited for the performance of the well-known hymns to Asklepios." Again, 
it is the circularity of the tholos - this time as an ideal acoustical zone - that 
made it the perfect space for divine spectacle. 

The famous tholos in the sanctuary of Athena Pronaia at Delphi also 
seems to have been designed for display and, in Pausanias' day (10.8.4), held 
imperial portraits placed on the wide shelf that supported the tholos' inte- 
rior colonnade. In 1988, Georges Roux argued convincingly that this shelf 
was originally designed to hold sculpture, possibly images of deities, and 
that the Delphic tholos was designed from the beginning as a sort of gallery 
or spectacle-space.'? Again, like the tholos at Epidauros, the tholos at Delphi 
would have provided the perfect locus for the performance of the famous 
paeans to Apollon, even if it is missing the fully developed underground 
resonance chamber seen in its slightly later Peloponnesian cousin.” While 
these observations prove nothing regarding the theatrical function of the 
Philippeion, they do show that the two poorly understood tholoi at Epidauros 
and Delphi could be read in a similar manner. At the very least, Pausanias' 
testimony regarding these two fourth century B.C. buildings - the only liter- 
ary evidence available regarding their function - does not stand against the 
hypothesis that the Philippeion was conceived primarily as a space designed 
for viewing and displaying divine or heroic images. 

By the middle of the fourth century, it seems possible to understand 
monumental tholoi as the ideal architectural settings for the divine spectacles 
of the age. Indeed, if this reading of these buildings is correct, then the no- 
tion of tholos as sacred viewing place might even have been a bit dated by 
the time Leochares sculpted the Argead dynasts in ca. 338-336 B.C.; the 
sculptor may simply have been operating within a fashionable new archi- 
tectural tradition." In other words, for the Athenian master, the notion of 
tholos as locus for divine display may not have been revolutionary. It may 
have been expected. 

Now itis freely admitted that this hypothesis raises a number of interpre- 
tive problems and possibilities that require sustained treatment. These will 
be dealt with in detail at a later date. Even so, it might be useful to speculate 
how the idea of tholos as viewing place (like the Knidian tholos or the 
Lysikrates Monument) or spectacle space (like the tholoi at Epidauros and 
Delphi) was generated by fourth century B.C. sculptors and architects with- 
in the sphere of the plastic arts. 

Three interconnected developments seem relevant. First, it is well known 
that the sculptors of the fourth century B.C. grew increasingly interested in 
fully three-dimensional compositions as the century progressed. Indeed, an 
obsession with three-dimensional form, characterized most famously by the 
work of Lysippos, a point made earlier, is one of the hallmarks of middle 
fourth B.C. century sculpture ("7 Second, it is equally well known that fourth 
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century sculptors often did double duty as architects. The examples of Skopas 
(Paus. 8.45-7), Pytheos of Priene (Vitr. De arch. 7.pr.12-3; Plin. NH 36.30-1), 
Satyros of Paros (Vitr. De arch. 7.pr.12-3; Plin. NH 36.30-31) and Polykleitos 
the Younger (Paus. 6.6.2, 2.27.5) are only the most obvious examples. The 
exchange of ideas between the two disciplines was thus fluid and dynamic. 
Sculptural concerns were translated directly into architecture (and vice versa) 
while theories of vision and reception were readily passed between two fields 
the distinctness of which is almost wholly a modern construct. Finally, it is 
now clear that the development of the circular orchestra of the Greek theatre 
should also be dated to the middle of fourth century B.C. This point has been 
finally demonstrated by Clifford Ashby, Floris van den Eijnde and now Rush 
Rehm.!? In this period of increasingly sophisticated ideas, it seems possible 
to suggest that the sculptor-architects of the age saw a new potential in the 
tholos form, namely that the tholos perfectly facilitated the framing and view- 
ing of fully three-dimensional art. While this notion of tholos as spectacle 
space is separated here (for the purposes of analysis) from the broader aes- 
thetic concerns of early Greek cult, music and theatre, a holistic interpretation 
of the fourth century B.C. Greek tholos could not make such distinctions. 
Indeed, it seems possible that the development of the Greek tholos as divine 
theatron can be shown to spring precisely from the hyper-intellectualized at- 
mosphere of fourth century B.C. art and cult as an indivisible whole. In this 
sense, the tholos represents an ideal architectural response to the new and far 
reaching aesthetico-religious concerns of the early Hellenistic period. 

It is difficult to exclude Leochares from this matrix of ideas. Indeed, the 
master's presence at Halikarnassos along with Praxiteles and Skopas (Plin. 
NH 36.30) makes it certain that the Athenian sculptor was up to date with 
current aesthetic thought. This seems to be demonstrated by the Philippeion 
itself. Cleverly playing with ancient expectations, viewers entering the Philip- 
peion's theatrical realm became both spectator and spectacle. On one hand, 
the semi-circular statue base and the portraits themselves, when set in their 
circular frame, were meant to be circumnavigated and inspected on all sides. 
The statue base in the Philippeion was separated from the tholos' rear wall 
by over one meter so that it could be walked around. The base was also 
carefully finished on both front and rear and was meant to be seen from all 
sides. In this sense, the building’s design facilitated the dramatic and holis- 
tic display of Leochares' Argead dynasts. The traditional patterns of theatri- 
cal viewing — seen first in the tholos at Knidos and, later, the Lysikrates 
Monument in Athens — were retained. The tholos could be seen as a straight 
forward gallery, a theatron in which Leochares' Argead dynasts were observed 
as heroic or divine actors performing on the stage of the world. 

At the same time, however, it seem equally clear that when standing in 
the center of the tholos, the spectators themselves were metaphorically ob- 
served by the Argead dynasts and that Philip and his family were trans- 
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formed into a divine or heroic audience. In this sense, the arrangement of 
the Philippeion represents an interesting inversion of the usual patterns of 
theatrical viewing. In this theatron, spectators entered and observed but were 
then simultaneously subjected to symbolic scrutiny. The enclosed space of 
the Philippeion emphasized the size of the Makedonian dynasts and con- 
trolled a spectator’s distance from the images. Unlike the tholos at Knidos 
or the Lysikrates Monument, but very much like the tholos at Delphi, the 
Philippeion’s round architecture and semi-circular base enclosed and en- 
circled the viewer, making them subject to the royal, divine gaze of Philip 
and his family. The blatantly political (and possibly religious) intent of the 
monument could not have been more perfectly communicated. With a stroke, 
Leochares’ portrait group was transformed into the eternal audience and the 
heroic lords of allthey could see and it was precisely the tension and sus- 
pension of the traditional categories of “divine” image and mortal viewer 
that promoted the overall effect. 

Now, the appropriate response demanded from a fourth century B.C. 
Greek as he or she stood before the Argead dynasts - the potentially rich (but 
at present speculative) performative functions of the Philippeion and the man- 
ner in which this contributed to total religious, political and propagandistic 
effect of the monument - is still under investigation.'°* One final topograph- 
ical point, however, can be made. One neglected facet of the Philippeion's 
design and placement in Olympia is the building's position in relation to what 
has traditionally been seen as the massive altar of Zeus.'” Since most scholars 
now favor an eastern facing door for the Philippeion - a door that opened on 
a direct axis with Zeus’s altar - this line should be allowed to effect the pos- 
sible significance of the building. A Zeus-like Philip and his heroic family 
standing on axis with Zeus's altar would have left little to the imagination. 
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Corso, Dimitris Damaskos, Georgios Despinis, Sheila Dillon, Craig Hardi- 
man, Ralf von den Hoff, Catherine Keesling, Lauren Kinnee, Michaelis 
Lefantzis, Barbara McCauley, Robin Osborne, John Pollini, Guy Sanders, Jan 
Sanders, David Scahill, Michael Scott, Edward Schmoll, Kris Seaman, Olin 
Storvick, Mary Sturgeon, Stephen Tracy, Bonna Wescoat and Cornelie Zanon. 
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I am particularly grateful to Klaus Herrmann (for generously sharing aspects 
of his recent work on the Philippeion with me), to Bronwen Wickkiser (for 
discussing with me the hymns of Asklepios and Apollon and for sharing 
aspects of her forthcoming research on fourth century political paeans), and 
to Spencer Pope (for examining and discussing the statue base and architec- 
ture of the Philippeion with me in Olympia during October of 2002). To 
Chrys Kanellopoulos and David Boggs, whose drawings have increased the 
value of this study beyond measure, I owe special debts. Talks with Chrys 
in Olympia and in Athens during the years of 2001-2003 taught me a great 
deal and provided the inspiration for many of the ideas explored below. 
Discussions with David in Moorhead helped clarify numerous design issues, 
particularly regarding the aesthetic relationship between Leochares' portraits 
and the architecture of the Philippeion. I cannot thank these gentlemen 
enough. Finally, I am happy to thank my students Maria Christodoulou, 
Andrew Luxem and Takis Michaelidis who pointed out problems in the 
manuscript and generated many useful (and provocative!) ideas. 

In addition to the 2004 colloquium in Ärhus from which this article de- 
rives, versions of this paper were presented in Athens in November of 2002 
(at a colloquium organized by myself and Ralf von den Hoff entitled Early 
Hellenistic Sculpture: Image, Style, Context), in Montréal in January of 2006 (at 
the Archaeological Institute of America's Annual Meetings) and at Clemson 
University in April of 2008 (at a colloquium entitled Philip II and Alexander 
III: Father, Son and Dunasteia. Fourth International Symposium on Alexander the 
Great organized by Elizabeth Carney) I am also grateful to Nancy Bookidis 
for inviting me to present aspects of this paper in her seminar on the archae- 
ology of Olympia at the American School of Classical Studies, Athens in 
February 2004; comments from seminar participants Kirsten Day, Nigel Ken- 
nell, Stefanie Kennell, Phil Sapirstein and - especially - Laura Gawlinski 
greatly improved the quality of the argument. 

The research necessary for the completion of this paper could not have 
been contemplated without the support of the Ephoria of Prehistoric and 
Classical Antiquities at Olympia (Z'EIIKA) and its director, Xeni Arapogi- 
anni, who kindly gave me permission to photograph and draw the material 
evidence. Finally, I am happy to extend my deepest thanks to Demosthenes 
Giraud (Director of the Restoration of Ancient Monuments for the Greek 
Ministry of Culture), Olga Palagia (Professor of Archaeology at the Univer- 
sity of Athens), Andrew Stewart (Chancellor's Professor of Ancient Mediter- 
ranean Art and Archaeology at the University of California, Berkeley) and 
Petros Themelis (Professor of Archaeology at the University of Krete, Re- 
thymno) for their many solid observations on the argument offered below. 
I owe them debts that I can never repay. All mistakes are mine. This article 
is dedicated to Professor Olin Storvick: mentor, friend and inspiration. 
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The bibliography on the subject is vast. Smith (1988), Stewart (1993 and 2003), 
Svenson (1995) and Bergmann (1998) give solid overviews and bibliographies. 
The theory of Hellenistic kingship — particularly the significance of Hellenistic 
royal power — employed here is based on Smith (1988, 32-53), Stewart (1993) 
and Chaniotis (2003). 

Stewart (1993, 121-209) gives the fundamental treatment of the image and its 
meaning. 

OGIS 6, translated by Austin 1981, no. 32. For the decree and cultural context 
see Chaniotis 2003, 439. 

Eponymous Heroes Monument, see Shear 1970. 

Kroll 2007. 

Tracy (1995, 7-23), Habicht (1997, 6-35), and Palagia & Tracy (2003) give current 
bibliographies and detailed treatments of the period. 

The famous lacuna at 5.17.4 makes is impossible to claim certainty as to the 
specific identity of this “Eurydike.” Kenneth D.S. Lapatin (2001, 117 n. 198 with 
comprehensive bibliography), however, has shown that Pausanias must refer 
to Philip’s mother, not the wife of the mentally challenged Arrhidaios and 
certainly not Philip’s last wife Kleopatra who changed her name to Eurydike 
after marriage. While Palagia (2008) has recently argued for this later identifi- 
cation, for the purposes of this paper, Lapatin’s argument is assumed correct. 
For the Philippeion generally: Bringmann & Steuben 1995, no. 329; Kotsidu 
2000, no. 305 and Schmidt-Dounas 2000, 102-7. For Leochares: Stewart 1990, 
282-4; Todisco 1993 103-7 and Muller-Dufeu 2002, 523-9. Interest in the monu- 
ment has increased in recent years. Leochares’ portraits have been discussed 
in a recent study of Hellenistic cult statues by Dimitris Damaskos (1999, 263-9), 
a survey of family portraits by Christoph Löhr (2000, 115-8), an important 
monograph treating chryselephantine sculpture by Lapatin (2001, 115-9) and 
a major new article treating the contexts and complexities of the Philippeion’s 
architecture by Rhys Townsend (2003). Further study of the architecture for 
the purposes of anastylösis was completed by Kostas Zambas and Gerasimos 
Thomas under the auspices of the Committee for the Restoration of Ancient 
Monuments and the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut in 2002 and a compre- 
hensive investigation and re-study of all architectural elements is currently 
being completed by Klaus Herrmann and Hajo van de Löcht. (Reports prepared 
by Herrmann, van den Löcht, Zambas and Thomas - ron pedétn yia 
zunuartın avaotnAwon tov PıAınreiov otnv OAvunia and Aitnon yia 
zunuarırn avaornAwon tov Pılınneiov otnv OAvuria — are currently un- 
published. They were generously made available to me by Demosthenes Gi- 
raud, Director of Restoration of Ancient Monuments for the Greek Ministry of 
Culture and by Klaus Herrmann, architect of the DAI.) 

Schleif & Zschietzschmann’s (1944, 51) original discussion of the base was 
cursory; Seiler’s (1986, 98) was restricted to the base’s relationship to the archi- 
tecture. 

For divided patronage of the Philippeion see, for example: Schleif & Zschi- 
etzschmann 1944, 2; Roux 1961, 404; Miller 1970, 179; Mallwitz 1972, 128; Bor- 
bein 1973, 66-7; Romano 1990, 71; Hintzen-Bohlen 1992, 29 with n. 119; Hu- 
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wendiek 1996, 156-7; Damaskos 1999, 266 n. 52; Löhr 2000, 116-7; Lapatin 2001, 
116 and Jeppesen 2002, 170. 

Momigliano 1987, 174-7. 

Huwendiek 1996, 156-7. 

Miller (1973, 191 n.11) and Seiler (1986, 101 n. 424) had previously shown that 
there is no architectural evidence for a break in construction. 

Herrmann 2000, 386. 

The presence of these bands indicates that the marble used in the base and in 
the floor is not Lynchnites, the finest quality Parian stone. This might be seen 
as another, indirect, indicator for hasty construction. Had the project been 
planned well in advance, stone of the highest quality could easily have been 
quarried and shipped to the site. I am grateful to Klaus Herrmann and Olga 
Palagia for discussing the Philippeion's Parian marble with me. 

The Hephaisteion in Athens (Wyatt & Edmondson 1984; Barringer, forthcom- 
ing) and the temple of Apollon at Bassai (Palagia 2002a, 376-8), for example, 
both employ different marble types and both projects experienced significant 
breaks in construction. On the other hand, the Siphnian Treasury at Delphi 
(Daux & Hansen 1987, 26-32; Palagia & Herz 2002, 242) and the temple of 
Athena Nike on the Akropolis (Palagia 2000, 350) both use two different mar- 
ble types (significantly, within their sculptural programs) and both seem to 
have been completed within short, single building phases. The employment of 
different marble types, therefore, can only suggest multiple phases for any 
given construction project; it cannot demonstrate the existence of such phases 
unconditionally (unless, of course, solid source data makes the contemporary 
or near contemporary harvest of the different marble types impossible). The 
question of marble source should therefore be seen as one piece of a larger data 
set. 

Methodology: Bessac 1988, 49. Such a fine claw chisel work seems rare in ar- 
chitecture and is much more common in fourth century sculpture. The claw 
chisel on the grave stele of Aristonautes (Athens, NM 738), for example, had 5 
teeth every 0.013 m, the claw chisel used on the Alkmaionid pediment at Del- 
phi had 5 teeth every 0.015 m while the claw chisel used on the pediments at 
Tegea was very rough indeed with 3 teeth every 0.01 m. (Adam 1966, 18 and 
20); all these chisels produced a coarser finish than that seen on the Philippeion's 
statue base and architectural details. 

Adams 1966, 18-22, 115-8; Bessac 1988. Even today, the tools used by masons 
working for the Akropolis Restoration project are shaped by hand and produce 
a very unique finish. I am indebted to Richard Anderson, Demosthenes Giraud, 
Michaelis Lefantzis, Tassos Tanoulas and Stephen Tracy for discussing this 
point with me. 

Early builders did not always employ a single style of clamp (much less a 
single size of a single style clamp) in their monuments. This fact makes the 
consistency of the pi-shaped clamps in the Philippeion (both in terms of style 
and size) all the more significant. "Early" Z-shaped clamps, for example, are 
mixed regularly with double-T clamps (as in the temple of Aphaia on Aegina, 
the Marathon base in front of the Treasury of the Athenians in Delphi, the lower 
Tarantine base at Delphi, the Argive niche of the Epigonoi at Delphi, the Hep- 
haisteion, the temple of Apollon at Bassai, the hall of the Thessalians at Delphi 
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and the temple of Zeus Ammon in Kallithea, Chalkidiki), dove-tail clamps are 
mixed with pi-shaped clamps (as in the fourth century temple of Apollon at 
Delphi, the temenos of Zeus Soter at Megalopolis, the temple of the Athenians 
on Delos and the temple of Athena Nikephoros at Pergamon) and double-T 
clamps are used with almost all other clamps types (as in the Hephaisteion in 
Athens, the Temple of Apollon Patroos in Athens, the Stoa of the Asklepieion 
in Athens, the Telesterion in Eleusis, the Treasury of Kyrene at Delphi, the Doric 
propylon in the Sanctuary of the Great Gods on Samothrake and the tholos at 
Epidauros, among others). Martin (1965, 242-53; 256-8; 264-71; 274-7) gives 
complete lists and bibliographies. W.B. Dinsmoor Jr. (1980, 28) also gives many 
good examples of clamp mixing; I am indebted to David Scahill for this refer- 
ence. 

Bommelaer 1991, fig. 117 with corresponding references. 

Damaskos (1999, 266 n. 52) gives a comprehensive treatment of the problem. 
Lóhr (2000, 117) argues for the use of the proper dative based on the supposed 
problem of chronology (but see below). I am indebted to Brian Bosworth for 
sharing his thoughts on this question with me. 

Schalles (1995, 667) and Lóhr (2000, 117) have revived the old idea (Bótticher 
1886, 343) that the tholos and portraits were sponsored by Alexander alone. 
While the archaeology (specifically, the fact that the building and base belong 
to one phase) is not precise enough to support or reject this hypothesis, there 
is one piece of physical evidence that strongly suggests exclusive Philippic 
patronage or, at the very least, an adherence to his original design. 

Burford 1969, 55. 

Palagia 2001, 167-75 and Fredricksmeyer 2003, 257 n. 18 with bibliographies. 
Ellis 1976; Hammond & Griffith 1979, 500-1, 670; Hammond 1994, 40, 69, 114, 
120, 158. 

Burford 1969, 247 with bibliography. 

Shoe 1936, 24. 

See, for example, Hammond & Griffith 1979, 692, 694-5; Romano 1990; Lawton 
2008, 122. 

While consensus will never prove anything, architects Richard Anderson, Dem- 
osthenes Giraud, Chrys Kanellopoulos, Michaelis Lefantzis, David Scahill and 
Petros Themelis all support the arguments given above and believe that if the 
building was begun after Chaironeia then the Philippeion must have been 
completed prior to Philip's death in 336. Obviously, the fashioning of the por- 
traits did not have to wait for the completion of the architecture. Work would 
have proceeded on them while the tholos was being constructed. If Hektoridas 
and his apprentices, for example, could complete a complex pedimental group 
of ca. twenty marble figures at the temple of Asklepios at Epidauros in less 
than eighteen months (IG 4? I, 102, BI 87-8, 109-10; Yalouris 1992; Schultz 2007a, 
209-10 and 228 n. 19 and Schultz, forthcoming), Leochares and his crew could 
easily have completed a commission of five figures in two years. 

Shoe 1936, 19. 

Other stylistic connections between the Philippeion and the temple of Athena 
Alea at Tegea: the engaged half-columns of the interior of the Philippeion 
(similar with those in Athena Alea's cella; see Norman 1984, 176-9), the cyma 
reversa on the Philippeion's toichobate (similar to Athena Alea's external to- 
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ichobate; see Shoe 1936, 81) and the Korinthian capitals of the engaged colon- 
nade (similar to those in the Athena Alea’s cella; see Dinsmoor 1950, 236). I am 
indebted to Erik Ostby for discussing these points with me. 

Weickert 1913, 74-5; Schleif & Zschietzschmann 1944, 51. Compare the argu- 
ment below with Miller 1970, 183-4 n. 379. 

Norman 1984, 191-4; Voyatzis 1999, 155. Erik Ostby kindly informs me that 
new stratigraphic evidence absolutely confirms a date for the temple in the 
second half of the fourth century. 

The Idrieus relief: Waywell 1993; Gunter 1995 and Jeppesen 2002, 171 with 
bibliographies. Archaeological attested contact between Tegea and Karia: Stew- 
art 1977, 95-103; Leventi 1993. 

Waywell 1993. 

Schleif & Zschietzschmann 1944, 51 n. 2. Knidian column base: Pontremoli & 
Haussoullier 1904, 160. 

Schleif & Zschietzschmann 1944, 50-1; Miller 1970, 179 and 190-2; Miller 1973, 
203-4 with n. 66; Townsend 2008, 94 n. 8. 

Leochares' commissions at Halikarnassos: Plin. NH 36.30; Vitr. De arch. 7. pr.12-3, 
2.8.11 (less certainly); Scheibler 1975; Waywell 1978, 79-84; Cook 1989; Way well 
1997; Rolley 1999, 307-8. Leochares' possible commission on Knidos: Ashmole 
1951; Stewart 1990, 189, 191 and 284; Todisco 1993, 104, 106-7; Rolley 1999, 
289-90. Ridgway (1997, 249, 332-3) rejects the connection. 

Borbein 1973, 66-7; Seiler 1986, 91-2, 98; Hintzen-Bohlen 1990, 133; Kotsidu 
2000, 431-2. 

Semi-circular statue bases in the early Hellenistic period: Onians 1979, 157-60; 
Gruben 1982, 654 n. 60; Lauter 1986 149, 238-9; Thüngen 1994, 39-42; Schmidt 
1995, 111-23; Steuben 1999. Portrait of Pandaites: Keesling 2008, 166, 176, 192 
and 196. Portrait of Konon and Timotheos: Keesling 2007. Leochares' portrait 
of Pandaites and his family: Keesling 2007 with bibliography. 

Achaian dedication: Ajootian 2003 with bibliography. Argive dedications: Jac- 
quemin 1999, 314 with bibliography. 

Borza 1982; Scaife 1989; Badian 1994; 1996, 11; Borza 1999, 5-8. The genealogy 
is also given in Euripides’ Archelaos (Austin 1968, II.V.20.) 

Palagia 1986; Bosworth 1988, 281-4; Stewart 1993, 57-8, 78-9, 158-61, 303-6; 
Stewart 2003, 40. 

Leochares and Isokrates: [Plut.] X orat. 838d. Aristotle's Hymn to Excellence: 
Fredricksmeyer 2003, 255-6 and n. 7. 

Hammond & Griffith 1979, 457-8, esp. 458 n. 1. 

Hammond & Griffith 1979, 476-8, 616. 

I am indebted to Brian Bosworth for discussing these points with me. 

Miller 1970, 181; Price 1973; Lauter 1986, 137-8, 149, 238-9, fig. 45b. Schmidt- 
Colinet (1991, 43-6) also gives a useful discussion of the exedra in Pella; I am 
indebted to Craig Hardiman for this reference. 

Wescoat 2003, 114-5. 

Philip's presence in Delphi in 338 B.C.: Hammond & Griffith 1979, 615. 
Ajootian 2003. Leochares' compostion in the Philippeion as Schaubild: Borbein 
1973, 67; Seiler 1986, 92; Hintzen-Bohlen 1990, 133. Leochares' theatrical mental- 
ity, in so far as it can be known independently from the Philippeion: Todisco 
1993, 105-6. 
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Ajootian 2003, 157-9. Borbein’s (1973, 51-4) discussion of the encompassing, 
theatrical effects these semi-circular bases were meant to provoke within the 
context of the Thasian choregic monuments is fundamental. See also Onians 
1979, 157-60; Gruben 1982, 664 n. 60; Lauter 1986 149, 238-9; Thüngen 1994, 
39-42, 183 and Schmidt 1995, 111-23. Foucault’s famous concept of the hetero- 
topia, a theatrical space artificially separated from the normal constraints of 
time (usually “storing time” like amuseum or memorial) might also be relevant 
here (Foucault 1986). 

Seiler 1986, 91: "Beim Philippeion konzentriert sich die materielle und künst- 
lerische Qualität auf die Ausstattung mit der chryselephantinen Statuengrup- 
pe des Leochares auf der reich verzierten Marmorbasis; das Bauwerk dient 
ihrer Inszenierung (my italics).” See also Borbein 1973, 67; Hintzen-Bohlen 1990, 
133 and Kotsidu 2000, 431-2. Royal Makedonian interest, understanding and 
patronage of the theatrical arts in all their guises: Cohen 1997, 156-9. 

See, for example, Schleif & Zschietzschmann 1944, 51-2; Hitzl 1995, 12; Lapatin 
2001, 116. 

Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 1993; 1996. Drougou and Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2000, 28-31. 
For the sanctuary of Eukleia generally: Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 1987. 

I am indebted to Andrew Luxem for providing these dimensions. 

The presence of this pry cutting (along with the fact that no other evidence for 
reuse or adjustment can be observed on the base blocks) seems to demonstrate 
that the entire base was not disassembled when the portraits of Olympias and 
Eurydike were transferred to the Heraion. Only the statues themselves were 
moved. Lapatin's (2001, 116) good observation that B1 and C5 displayed slight- 
ly different patterns of weathering before they were cleaned is absolutely cor- 
rect but, in my opinion, does not translate into multiple phases for the base. 
The fact that no other traces of reuse or adjustment can be found on the crown 
or within the plinth cuttings also seems to rule out Hitzl's (1995, 11-2) otherwise 
interesting hypothesis that portraits of Nero and Messallina were placed in the 
Philippeion and substituted for the Argead women sometime in A.D. 66-67 
during the emperor's athletic tour of Greece. Such modification of the upper 
surface of the crowns would have left easily discernable physical evidence; 
compare, for example, Shear 1970, 163-5, fig. 8 and Themelis 2000, 68-9, figs. 
55-7. 

So Lapatin 2001, 116. With regards to the composition, Lapatin (2001, 107-9) 
has persuasively proposed a similar placement of Leto and Artemis on the ends 
of the semi-circular statue base in the Athenian temple on Delos. There, he 
suggested that the two goddesses framed Apollon and, possibly, his four Io- 
nian sons. The existence of this divine "dynasty" on an architecturally framed 
semi-circular base would not have been lost on Leochares. 

Because of the irregularity of the beddings, these dimensions must be seen as 
very close approximations. To calculate square areas within these fields, the 
beddings were broken down into six (or more) rigid geometrical sub-units. All 
calculations are based on measurements taken independently by Chrys Kanel- 
lopoulos, Spencer Pope and myself in October 2002 and then again in March 
2008. 

Alexander also seems to have been physically small (Diod. Sic. 17.37.5, 17.66.3; 
Curt. 3.12.16, 7.8.9). This personal trait may have been employed as a form of 
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somatic individualization by at least one fourth century Attic sculptor in con- 
nection with Alexander's public image. The Alexander Rondanini's compact, 
stocky physique (to be distinguished, of course, from scale) certainly seems to 
point in this direction. Alexander Rondanini: Palagia 1980, 46-7 (for somatic 
individualizations); Ridgway 1990, 113-6 (with an introduction to the debate 
over the identity of the portrait); Stewart 1993, 113-21, 429 (for the fourth cen- 
tury B.C. date, the traditional identification and bibliography) and von den 
Hoff 1997 (for a spirited revival of Schwarzenberg’s 1976 thesis that the Ron- 
danini Alexander is not Alexander but rather Achilleus). Since Alexander had 
styled himself since childhood as the new Achilleus (Stewart 1993, 78-86; Cohen 
1995; 1997, 106-12; Palagia 2001, 192; Fredricksmeyer 2003, 256 n. 8 - the confu- 
sion over the portrait could thus be the result of successful propaganda), since 
the pose is picked up by other early Hellenistic kings (Laubscher 1985, 336-7; 
Smith 1988, 154, no. 10) and since the search for diminutive Achilleus has, 
unsurprisingly, come up short, the traditional identification is here retained. 
Kallithea Monument: Steinhauer 1998, 83-4. 

Geominy 2007 with bibliography. 

Much has been made regarding the presence of Olympias in Leochares' group. 
Indeed, the queen's loss of favor in Pella at the end of 338 B.C. has been taken 
by many (e.g. Hitzl 1995, 12; Huwendiek 1996, 156-7; Lóhr 2000, 117) as proof 
that Alexander was responsible for the completion of the monument. Why? 
Because, it is reasoned, Philip could never have included his disenfranchised 
wife amongst his honored family after she has been expelled from the capital 
and had roused her brother, Alexander of Epeiros, to war against Makedon. 
Fortunately, this line of argument has now been completely dismantled by 
Elizabeth Carney (1992; 1994; 2000a, 212 with n. 45; 2000b, 24-5. See also Perez 
1998a; 1998b; 2000 and Ogden 1999) who has shown how the notion sprang 
from a Victorianesque misunderstanding of Makedonian royal marriage and 
polygamy. (The hypothesis also fails to account for the archaeological data 
discussed above which shows that the monument belongs to Philip not Alex- 
ander) Two further points are worth mentioning. 

First, in terms of iconography, the presence of the Argead queens in the 
Philippeion is obviously and directly based on Karian dynastic portrait groups 
which always included images of women (the Maussolleion at Halikarnassos 
is only the most obvious example, for which see Waywell 1978 and now Jeppe- 
sen 2002, 171-8). These prototypes were intimately familiar to both Philip and 
Leochares. Any discussion of the Philippeion that ignores this obvious connec- 
tion (and thus the blatant need for a consistent female presence in the dynastic 
group) must be regarded with suspicion. From a purely art historical perspec- 
tive, the presence of Olympias (and Eurydike) in the Philippeion is not surpris- 
ing. 

Second, IG IP? 236, the famous copy of the alliance made between Philip and 
the Greek city states in 338/7 B.C., specifies (ll. 11-2) that the cities swear to not 
overthrow the kingdom of Philip or, importantly, his descendants. The durabil- 
ity of the treaty, in other words, was directly dependant upon the durability 
(and the stability) of the Argead royal line. The Argead portraits at Olympia, 
under construction while the treaty was being forged, testified to the strength, 
longevity and stability of that dynasty and — by extension - the strength, lon- 
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gevity and stability of the treaty itself. In essence, both building and treaty 
reflect and reinforce identical Makedonian plans and their corresponding pro- 
paganda. The violent reactions to the news of Philip’s death in 336 B.C. (Plut. 
Vit. Phoc. 16; Vit. Dem. 22; Vit. Alex. 11.1; De Alex. fort. 327c-d; Diod. Sic. 17.3.3-5; 
Justin Apol. 11.1.2-3), the false rumors of Alexander’s demise in 335 B.C. (Arr. 
Anab. 1.7.1-3; Plut. Vit. Alex. 11.3; Diod. Sic. 17.8.2; Justin Apol. 11.2.7-8) and the 
tumult that followed Alexander’s actual death in 323 B.C. show how quickly 
the pact could be set aside. That Philip would, for some reason, advertise pos- 
sible weakness within of the Makedonian succession at the precise moment 
when its strength was most crucial to his agenda runs counter to everything 
we know of the Makedonian king. Not only was Olympias’ presence in the 
group unsurprising iconographically it was necessary politically. Her appear- 
ance in the Philippeion provides no basis whatsoever for an argument for 
Alexandrian patronage. Alliance and common peace: Adams 1999 with com- 
prehensive bibliography. I am indebted to Robin Osborne for sharing a pre- 
liminary draft of his commentary on IG IP 236 and to Brian Bosworth for 
discussing these points with me. 

Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 1993; 1996. Drougou and Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2000, 28-31. 
There is little reason to doubt the fact that this image is a portrait (Carney 2000a, 
270 n. 28). Eukleia is never shown as an elderly, individualized woman nor is 
this particular personification normally shown in heavy, matronly garb (LIMC 
IV, s.v. Eukleia). That the inscription does not specifically name the image as 
portrait finds parallel, for example, in the near contemporary dedication on 
the statue base of the portrait of Nikokleia from Knidos (Eule 2001, 76-8, and 
now Dillon 2007). 

Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 1987, 737 with n. 20. Many scholars - Greenwalt (1989, 
42), Borza (1990, 192-3, 308-9); Mortensen (1992, 165) and Palagia (2002b, 4-5) — 
have pointed out an apparent problem with Saatsoglou-Paliadeli's date for the 
sanctuary in the early 330s B.C. The primary objection is that Eurydike seems 
to drop from historical record in 368/7 B.C. and that Aischines (2.28) does not 
mention her in his speech to Philip of ca. 346 B.C., a speech that specifically 
refers to the events surrounding her husband's death in the 360s B.C. If she had 
been alive, the argument goes, this omission seems strange. 

Retrospective style associated with gods and heroes: Stewart 1979, 35 with n. 
6; Ridgway 1997, 260, 328, 366. Stylistic retrospection generally: Fullerton 1990; 
1998a; 1998b; 2003. 

Attic workmanship: Drougou & Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2000, 30-1. However, both 
Palagia and Themelis suspect local workmanship following an Attic style (per- 
sonal communication). Attic influence on fourth century B.C. Makedonian 
culture generally: Stewart 2003, 34-5. Similar Attic influence on fourth century 
B.C. Makedonian architecture: Wescoat 2003. 

Eirene: Boardman 1995, fig. 24 and Agnoli 1998 with bibliography; I am in- 
debted to Antonio Corso for this reference. Connection between Eirene and 
Eurydike: Ridgway 1997, 347. 

See, for example, the “Hestia Giustiniani" (Boardman 1991, fig. 74), the Deme- 
ters of Eleusis and Sparta (Palagia 1980, figs. 51-3) and the Torlonia Leto (Pala- 
gia 1980, figs. 58-9). The notion that the peplos possibly served as a divine or 
heroic signifier is not new. Bóttiger (1794, 62), Müller (1878, 473) and Winckel- 
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mann (1968, 9), among others, all considered the peplos as the appropriate garb 
for heroines and goddesses. This hypothesis is now reviewed and supported 
by Mireille Lee (2000; 2001; 2003). Retrospective peplophoroi in fourth century 
B.C. sculpture: Palagia 1980, 26-7, ns. 126-31. See Dillon 2007 for other tradi- 
tional early Hellenistic portraits of women and a comprehensive bibliography 
on heroizing/divinizing female costume. 

Boardman 1995, 52; Palagia 1980, 27-30 with connections to Attic sculptors. 
See now Perez 1998a, 1998b; 2000; Carney 2000a; 2000b for the image and im- 
portance of Eurydike in Pella and abroad. 

Dillon 2007 and Geominy 2007. 

See now Le Bohec-Bouhet 2002. I am indebted to Cornelie Zanon for this refer- 
ence. 

Schumacher 1990. See also Damaskos 1999, 265 n. 49. 

Anastole: Stewart 1993, 170 with n. 48. It should also be noted that the anastole 
seen on these coins might also simply reflect fourth century B.C. iconography 
that connects the anastolé with wisdom and age, see Bergemann 1997, 113. 
Philip II and Zeus: Caltabiano 1999 and Kroll 2007. 

Schmidt-Dounas 1993-94. 

Habicht 1970, 14-6 and Schmidt-Dounas 1993-94. 

Habicht 1970, 14-6. See also Bosworth 1988, 281 and Badian 1996, 13. Brian 
Bosworth kindly informs me that it is still his opinion that the derivation of a 
cult epithet from a mortal man may suggest that Zeus was fused with Philip 
and that they may have shared a joint cult. 

The inscription is now in the Philippi Museum. 

Ducrey 1988. This position is supported by Giallombardo 1999. 

Hatzopoulos 1989, no. 473. 

Chaniotis 2003, 434. See also Habicht 1970, 16; Walbank 1984, 90 and Pilhofer 
2000, 167-9. 

Pape 1975, 19 with n. 152. 

Damaskos 1999, 264-5. The identifications of Priam and Nestor given to statues 
of “youths” (Dio Chrys. 37.43) do not necessarily stand against this hypothesis 
since we have no idea what these statues looked like. More importantly, see 
Keesling's (2007) discussion of Dion Chrysostom's treatment of these early 
Hellenistic portraits and the relationship between their original appearance 
and the appearance of the men and women they were used to represent. 
Both Badian (1996, 13) and now Damaskos (1999, 266-7) have pointed out that 
this historical evidence does translate into proof for Philip's formal deification. 
Here, I see the debate over the existence of early ruler cult as distinct from the 
question of the divinizing image. The notion that a heavily constructed, “divin- 
izing" royal portrait must somehow reflect pre-existing religious institutions 
seems problematic, especially when so little is understood about the origins of 
early Hellenistic ^ruler cult" in the first place. It seems possible to argue that 
Philip self-consciously constructed his own image as "divine" — and thus ut- 
terly distinct from and above those he ruled (Smith 1988, 38-9; Stewart 1993, 
95; Bergmann 1998, 26-40; Chaniotis 2003, 433) - without arguing that he called 
himself a god. But even so, see Pollitt 1986, 271-4; the patterns of intent are 
blurry and much will be gained as recent finds further complicate the picture. 
With regards to Philip's likeness nothing certain can be said, although many 
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have tried. Smith (1988, 147), Ridgway (1990, 141 n. 20) and, most vividly, 
Oikonomides (1989) give treatments of what evidence there is. 

Stewart 1993, 161 n. 14. See also Stewart 1995, 258-60. 

Alexander Doryphoros as purely Lysippan: Moreno 1974, 137; 1987a, 93; 1988, 
259. Response: Smith 1988, 62; Stewart 1993, 161. 

Stewart 1993, 162-71; 2003, 36-7. 

Stewart 1993, 165-6 and 408 with comprehensive bibliography and discussion. 
Himmelmann 1989, 99, 148; 1998, 156-86. 

Himmelmann 1989, 94; Ridgway 1990, 135; Stewart 1993, 165 n. 30 

So Stewart 1993, 166. 

Bringmann & Steuben 1995, 406 and Kotsidu 2000, 432 with bibliographies. 
Ridgway 1990, 135; Himmelmann 1989, 94; Stewart 1993, 165. 
Schwarzenberg 1967, 74 ns. 91-2, 86-8; 1976, 250 n. 1. 

In spite of the archaeological and iconographic evidence noted above - in 
particular the Schwarzenberg head's short hair — skeptics might see this asso- 
ciation as hopelessly speculative. This may be. But it is no more speculative 
than other ideas that have circulated around this important portrait. Stewart 
(1993, 166) for example, would tentatively associate the Schwarzenberg head 
with a prototype of 334 B.C., while John Polini (personal communication) 
kindly informs me that, in his opinion, the piece is an Augustan period creation 
that can best be understood within the historical and aesthetic contexts of the 
end of the first century B.C. Olga Palagia (personal communication), on the 
other hand, has suggested that the piece is a modern forgery. Clearly, there is 
room for a wide range of opinion. 

Polykleitan Doryphoros: Stewart 1997, 86-97 and Wesenberg 1997. For a fun- 
damental revision of the piece's identity and appearance see Themelis 2000, 
74-87; Franciosi 2008 (with comprehensive bibliography) and Themelis 2003, 
126-8. For Makedonian concern with Argive models expressed in architectural 
terms, see Wescoat 2003, 114-5. 

Hólscher 1971. 

Stewart 1993, 164 and 168; 2003, 41. 

Moltesen et al. 1995, 138-41, cat. no. 73. 

Herrmann 1972, fig. 95; Stewart 1990, fig. 262; Boardman 1991, fig. 18. 
Intellectualized fourth century B.C. art: Pollitt 1986, 13-6, 164-84; Moreno 1987b, 
101-28; Stewart 1990; 2007; Schultz 2007b. Philip at Olympia: Hammond & 
Griffith 1979, 230, 246, 254, 307, 664, 685-98; Romano 1990. 

Eckstein 1987, 249 n. 55 and now Jacquemin (2001, 296-7) who reaches the same 
conclusion independently. 

Hitzl 1995, 12 n. 43. 

Lapatin (2001, 116 n. 184) also noted the strangeness of the cuttings and the 
possibility that Pausanias made a mistake. He suggested that the chryselephan- 
tine statues may have been fashioned in an otherwise unknown technique, but 
did not offer comparanda. Professor Giorgios Despinis kindly expressed the 
same opinion privately to me in 2002 and has now published his remarks 
(Despinis 2004, 254-8) but, again, no archaeological comparanda is given. While 
the idea of a hybrid ivory/marble image seems quite possible (as Despinis has 
made absolutely clear), the lack of archaeological parallels makes me hesitate 
when a reasonable and very well attested alternative exists. More to the point, 
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even if this idea of ivory/marble portraits is accepted, it still must be acknowl- 
edged that Pausanias' testimony is incomplete. Thus the issue is methodolog- 
ical and epistemological - it is about why and how we choose to fill the inevi- 
table gaps in his account. 

Examples of identical plinth beddings dating from Archaic to Roman times are 
beyond number. A sample of famous fourth century monuments which preserve 
plinth bedding and marble statue: the Eleusis Asklepios (Adam 1966, pls. 50-1); 
the choregic dedications in the Dionysion on Thasos (Grandjean & Salviat 2000, 
figs. 46 and 48); the Daochos Monument at Delphi (Stewart 1990, figs. 552-3); 
the Vergina Eurydike (Drougou & Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2000, fig. 30), the Themis 
of Rhamnus (Stewart 1990, fig. 602), the Demeter and Kore from Kallipolis 
(Themelis 1998, fig. 5) ... the list is almost endless. 

Lapatin 2001, 105-9 with comprehensive bibliography. 

Lapatin 2001, 63-79, esp. 70-3. 

Lapatin 2001, 116. 

I am indebted to Andrew Stewart for sharing this hypothesis with me. See also 
Habicht 1998, 112. Pausanias' preference of sacred to profane monuments: 
Habicht 1998, 23 with n. 91. 

Habicht (1998, 146) refers, of course, to the tale of the fifth century B.C. Elean 
warrior whose body was miraculously found intact on the roof of the Heraion 
after 700 years. 

Pritchett 1999, 82-95; Jacquemin 2001. 

Habicht 1998, 28-63, 148-9. 

Eckstein 1987, 249 n. 55. Dinsmoor (1950, 236) offered a similar solution to 
explain Pausanias's mistake with regards to the walls; he suggested that they 
were stuccoed and painted to look like brick. 

For the polishing and care of votive portraiture, see Krumeich 2007. 
Pausanias' (2.23.6) thoughts on the guides of Argos are worth remembering 
here: “The Argive guides themselves are aware that not all the stories they tell 
are true; yet they stick to them, for it is not easy to persuade common men to 
change their opinions." For other problems with Pausanias' guides, see Habi- 
cht 1998, 144-6. 

Painting and gilding of ancient statuary and marble: Reuterswärd 1960; Ti- 
berios et al. 2002; Artal-Isbrand et al. 2002 with bibliography. At the beginning 
of the nineteenth century, E.D. Clarke was told by members of the team work- 
ing for Giovanni Battista Lusieri (Elgin's agent) that the artists drawing the 
pedimental sculpture of the Parthenon had observed traces of gilding on the 
statues along with traces of paint (Palagia 1993, 12). Neoptolemos of Melite 
also offered to gild an altar of Apollon in the Athenian Agora ([Plut.] X orat. 
834f-44a); I thank Carol Lawton for this reference. IG P 343, 1. 10 records a 
gilted kore in the treasures of the Parthenon. The personification of Messene 
seen by Pausanias (4.31.11) during his tour of the city is specifically described 
by the traveler as being made of gilded Parian marble. Since the practice is well 
known, this solution seems preferable to the idea that the portraits were craft- 
ed of ivory and marble. 

Praxiteles's Phryne: Corso 1997 with bibliography. 

Krumeich 1997, 25-7 with bibliography. 

Stewart 1993, 413 with bibliography. 
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For other gilded Alexanders see Krumeich 2007. As noted above, it is also pos- 
sible that the gilding of the portraits in the Philippeion took place at some later 
date. 

Smith 1988, 15 with n. 6; Stewart 1998, 89; Damaskos 1999, 308-9. See also Dil- 
lon 2007; Geominy 2007 and Krumeich 2007. 

Rhys Townsend's (2003) recent discussion of the Philippeion's architecture as 
signifying and symbolic matrix is fundamental. In the argument that follows, 
I assume familiarity with the ideas presented in that paper. It is also essential 
to note that Herrmann and van de Lócht's study for the purposes of anastylösis 
has already revolutionized our conception of the Philippeion's design. More 
exciting information will be forthcoming in van de Lócht's final published 
study. For now, it is sufficient to point out that the new discoveries incorpo- 
rated into Figs. 4-6 - such as the absence of evidence for windows in the Philip- 
peion's cella (personal communication, Klaus Herrmann) and the reduction of 
the height of the elevation and Ionic colonnade by one drum length (personal 
communication, Klaus Herrmann) - have already effected the manner in which 
the portraits would have been seen. The absence of windows, for example, 
would have focused both light and attention - at least from outside the build- 
ing - almost exclusively on the central figure Philip, while the reduction of 
column height has the inevitable effect of causing the portraits to appear larg- 
er in the correspondingly shorter space of the Philippeion's interior. (The sig- 
nificance of this last discovery cannot be overstated since my preliminary 
restorations of slightly over-life sized portraits in Schlief's original interior el- 
evation seemed hopelessly small in their setting; van de Lócht's reduction of 
the building's height solved this problem immediately.) Also: Treatment of 
Stella Miller's (1970; 1973) hypothesis that the Philippeion architect may have 
been a Makedonian rather than an Athenian as previously supposed (Schleif 
& Zschietzschmann 1944; Dinsmoor 1950, 236; Roux 1961, 355) is outside the 
scope of the present paper. Here, I simply follow Seiler (1986, 91-3; see also 
Borbein 1973, 66-7 and Hintzen-Bohlen 1990, 133) in assuming that Leochares 
and the Philippeion architect (whoever he was) did not consider their works 
as distinct projects. This idea is supported by the evidence reviewed in part 
one of this paper. Like the sculpture of the Parthenon or the Maussolleion at 
Halikarnassos, the sculpture of the Philippeion was an integral part of the 
finished ensemble. As such, the sculptor would have been consulted on all 
points that effected the final presentation of the images. 

Hellenistic portraits galleries: Lembke 2000; Adams 2002, 39-40 and Jeppesen 
2002, 170-82 with bibliographies. See also Geominy 2007. 

See, for example, Roux 1984, 169; Lapatin 2001, 117; Townsend 2003, 93-4. 
Treasury: Townsend 2003, n. 14 and Krumeich 2007. Pan-Hellenic headquarters: 
Dórpfeld cited by Schleif & Zschietzschmann 1944, 2 and Hammond & Griffith 
1979, 694. The argument was dismantled by Miller (1973, 191-2). 

Philippeion as heroón: Habicht 1970, 140-1; Borbein 1973, 66-7; Green 1991, 
80-2; Caltabiano 1999, 201-2, all with bibliographies. See Krumeich 2007 on the 
lack of evidence for cult. 

Townsend 2003. 
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Treasuries at Delphi: Bommelaer 1991, fig. 4 and plans 2-3 and Partida 2001 
with comprehensive bibliography. Treasuries at Olympia: Kaltsas 1997, fig. 14 
with references. 

See, for example, the rectangular temple/heroön of Herakles at Dodone (Dakaris 
1993, 19-20), the trapezoidal heroön of Pelops at Olympia (Kaltsas 1997, fig. 14; 
Whitely 2001, 155), the rectangular heroön of Helen and Menelaos at Therapne 
near Sparta (Antonaccio 1995, 155-66), the triangular heroön at the west gate 
of Eretria (Berard 1970), the rectangular heroön of Phrontis(?) at Sunion (An- 
tonaccio 1995, 166-9) and the pentagonal shrine of Archemoros at Nemea (An- 
tonaccio 1995, 176-7). Even so, it cannot be denied that Bronze Age tholos tombs 
functioned as the locus for hero and/or ancestor cult from at least the eighth 
century (Morris 1988; Alcock 1991 and now Huguenot 2003 with comprehensive 
bibliography) or that this practice continued well into the Roman period. The 
possibility that a connection exists between fourth century B.C. tholoi and those 
of the Greek Bronze Age might repay systematic investigation. 

Ajootian 2003, 157-9. See also Onians 1979, 157-60; Borbein 1973, 51-4; Gruben 
1982, 654 n. 60; Lauter 1986 149; 238-9; Thüngen 1994, 39-42; 183; Schmidt 1995, 
111-23. 

The choregic monuments in the Dionysion at Thasos: Grandjean & Salviat 2000, 
92-4 with bibliography. The "dynastic" Monument at Delphi: Jacquemin 1999, 
367 with bibliography. Schmidt-Colinet 1991 and Turner 1994 give bibliogra- 
phies. 

Borbein 1973, 53-4. 

Love 1972 with bibliography. The Knidian Aphrodite and its theatrical setting: 
Borbein 1973, 188-94; Corso 1988, 42-6; Ajootian 1996, 98-103, esp. 102-3 with 
bibliography. Seaman (2004) gives a holistic treatment of the image and its art 
historcial contexts. 

Bankel (1997) argued that the Knidian tholos was a temple of Athena and has 
dated the tholos to later in the second century B.C., but he failed to mention 
the discovery of an important third century B.C. decree (Blümel 1992, 105) 
pertaining to the cult of Aphrodite found directly outside the tholos. Corso 
(2000) gives a good summary of the evidence with the arguments for the tra- 
ditional identification; Seaman (2004, ns. 84-90) gives a comprehensive bibli- 
ography. 

Osborne 1994, 81-5; Stewart 1997, 97-106. 

Ortolani 1998. 

Osborne (1994, 82-3) and Stewart (1997, 100-3) have both stressed the explicit 
sexual drives that seem to have motivated the circular architectural and theat- 
rical contexts of the Knidian Aphrodite. These important observations, of course, 
must be read within the context of the broad aesthetic concerns of fourth cen- 
tury B.C. sculptors. Skopas’ Maenad (Stewart 1990, fig. 547; in which three- 
dimensional viewing is encouraged by formal torsion), Lysippos’ Herakles 
(Stewart 1990, fig. 566; in which three-dimensional viewing is encouraged by 
narrative action) and the Aphrodite Kallipygos (Boardman 1995, fig. 82; in 
which three-dimensional viewing is encouraged by a combination of formal 
torsion, narrative action and visual/sexual titilation) are only the most well 
known examples within which full, circular viewing was stressed and ex- 
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pected by fourth century B.C. sculptors. I am indebted to Robin Osborne and 
Andrew Stewart for discussing this point with me. 

Antonio Corso's (2000, 230) comparison of the fourth century B.C. Korinthian 
capital found in the Knidian tholos and the Korinthian capitals of the temple 
of Athena Alea at Tegea also deserves careful consideration. The connection 
between the Philippeion and the Tegean temple is firm and the possibility of 
the fourth century predecessor has been suggested. See also Stewart 1997, 97. 
McCredie 1984 and Townsend 20093, 94 n. 8 and 98-9. 

Bauer 1977, 204. 

Ehrhardt 1993, 47-52 and figs. 1-4. 

Delphi: Seiler 1986, 56-72. Epidauros: Seiler 1986, 73-89. 

That the paintings seemed to have communicated explicitly musical and/or 
Dionysiac themes seems significant. Lynn LiDonnici (1995, 12) provocatively 
suggests that the paintings denote an artistic or, more importantly, musical 
function of the building. I am indebted to Bronwen Wickkiser for this refer- 
ence. 

See LSJ s.v. Ovu&An.That the word might also mean “burning place" does not 
effect this hypothesis since the firing of braziers during paeans and processions 
has a history that continues well into modern Greek religion. 

A fully developed version of this hypothesis, which seeks to holistically re- 
frame the famous paeans of Asklepios and Apollon within the aesthetic, archi- 
tectural and political contexts of fourth century B.C. Pan-Hellenic shrines, is 
currently being pursued as a collaborative study by Chrys Kanellopoulos, 
Bronwen Wickkiser and myself. Preliminary reports: Kannelopoulos 2006; 
Schultz 2006 and Wickkiser 2006. For Epidaurian paeans and paeans gener- 
ally see Wilamowitz-Moellendorf 1886; Käppel 1992; Rutherford 2001, esp. 
41. 

At the very least it seems clear that Polykleitos the Younger, supposedly the 
architect of both theater and thymele, was obsessed with complex acoustic ef- 
fects. 

Roux 1988, 294. See also Miller 1973, 214 and Seiler 1986, 63-4. Lerat's (1985) 
reading of the Delphic tholos as a display case for elaborate armor placed on 
the broad shelf also works well with this hypothesis. 

Brommelaer 1991, 67. Paeans at Delphi: CA 141-8, 149-59 and 165-71. See also 
Stewart 1982; Bélis 1988; Käppel 1992, 207-90 and Rutherford 2001. I am in- 
debted to Bronwen Wickkiser for these references. 

For the late fourth century B.C. architectural avant-garde see: Townsend 2008. 
For the transformation of this idea in the late fourth and early third centuries, 
see Geominy 2007. In this context, Charles Edwards' (1996, 153) beautiful de- 
scription of Lysippos' contribution to the principles of motion in middle fourth 
century B.C. sculpture is worth quoting in full: “What we might call Lysippos’ 
contribution, is his study of motion and how motion is perceived in sculpture. 
Shifts in weight, unsteady poses, arms that change direction, risings from bent 
postures, even rocking, are experiments in movement which had never been 
explored so thoroughly. In order that the viewer appreciate the movement, the 
composition of a Lysippan statue refuses to resolve itself into a single, pri- 
mary viewpoint from which everything can be understood. We keep moving, 
looking for the front, when there is none. By forcing the viewer to be con- 
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stantly on the move, the illusion of movement in a statue is increased. Lysippos 
knew that. Maybe we would do best to translate the quote from from Lysippos 
in Pliny simply and literarily: older sculptors made men as they are, he made 
them as they are seen to be." The tholos as theatron seems perfectly suited to 
facilitate this sort of aesthetic concern. 

153 Ashby 1999, 25-6; Van den Eijnde 2000, 11-2, 103-8; Rehm 2002, 37-41, esp. 39 
n. 17 with bibliography. 

154 The possibility that paeans were sung in the tholoi at Epidauros and Delphi 
raises the possibility that similar hymns were sung in the Philippeion, an idea, 
which would further substantiate the idea that the building was the locus for 
divinizing imagery. Unlike these two tholoi, however, there is no primary 
evidence that can be used to support this conclusion. Even so, it does seem 
significant that beginning in the fourth century B.C. paeans were sung to men, 
particularly generals and kings who had received heroic or divine honors 
(Cameron 1995, 291-5 and now Chaniotis 2008, 431-2). The earliest paean of 
this sort seems to have been sung for Lysander at the beginning of the fourth 
century B.C. (ca. 400 B.C., Plut. Vit. Lys. 18; Athen. 15.695e). This famous ex- 
ample is followed by paeans to Hermeias (ca. 344 B.C., Athen. 15.696a-7b), 
Antigonos the One-Eyed (ca. 306 B.C.; Athen. 15.697a), Demetrios Poliorketes 
(ca. 306 B.C. and again ca. 291 B.C., Athen. 6.252f-3d, 15.697a), and Ptolemy 
Soter (ca. 304 B.C., FGH 515 F 19). Considering what is now known of Philip's 
own status, does it seem likely that he would have allowed himself to be out- 
done by Lysander or, even worse, Hermeias? Clearly, more investigation is 
warranted. The picture will become much more vivid. 

155 But see now Rambach 2002. 
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Music and Cult in Ancient Greece: 
Ethnomusicological Perspectives 


Tore Tvarne Lind 


What did music in ancient Greece sound like? Or, rather, how do we imagine 
the sound of ancient Greece to be? The answer is inevitably bound to the 
limitations of our historical and musical imagination. The conference “Aspects 
of Ancient Greek Cult” was a call for an interdisciplinary, collaborative ap- 
proach to the study of cult and cult practice including music. Ethnomusicolo- 
gists devote an increasing amount of their attention to both anthropological 
and historical considerations, which suggests that ethnomusicology, or musical 
anthropology, is itself interdisciplinary: the more one attempts to distinguish 
between the anthropological and the historical disciplines, the more they seem 
to overlap.! In this article, I will present some thoughts on how ethnomusicol- 
ogy might be of valuable assistance to the study of the music in ancient Greek 
culture and cult. In so doing, I will touch upon theoretical, socio-cultural and 
historical issues, all of which are concerns for the modern ethnomusicologist. 
In addition, my essay will draw attention to the specific musical reconstruc- 
tion work by Atrium Musicae de Madrid and address our position as scholars 
in relation to Greek antiquity in terms of cultural and historical distance.? 

My field of research is the Byzantine musical tradition of the Greek Or- 
thodox Church in its medieval, Post-Byzantine, and, especially, contemporary 
expressions and settings. My methodology in this essay is to apply my ex- 
perience with religious music from other periods of Greek history to the 
study of music and cult of the pre-Christian era. My essay thus aims at sug- 
gesting a set of issues that, from an ethnomusicological perspective, are both 
important and necessary to consider when approaching the field of ancient 
Greek music. For example, issues such as historicity, the creation of Self and 
Other, and cultural identity are important to consider not least because our 
cultural understanding is still influenced by prevailing evolutionist and 
colonialist views in the humanities. This call for an anthropological approach 
to the musical culture of the ancient Greeks and has been presented by Do- 
natelli Restani, relating directly to the reflection and debate offered by the 
ICTM study group on Anthropology of Music in Mediterranean Cultures? 
A change in perspective with regard to the musical culture in ancient Greece 
might, in Restani's words, "[open] the way toward a complete overhaul of 
our approach to the music of the Greeks.”* 
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Silence and historical distance 


When studying a music in the remote past of Greek antiquity —a historical 
field often characterized as the beginning of (Western) music history — eth- 
nomusicologists are faced with two immediate and obvious problems: (1) 
the lack of sound, and (2) the impossibility of doing fieldwork in the con- 
ventional sense of the term. 

Ever since H.G. Wells's famous novel The Time Machine (1895), the sheer 
fascination of time-traveling has been part of how we imagine human deed 
and thought in time and space. Journeys into remote areas, as if a terra in- 
cognita still existed as a white spot on the map, are often described as a 
traveling back through history, a thought that has prevailed in the colonial- 
ist view of "Island Culture," in which groups are seen as self-contained and 
internally organized with no contact to the surrounding world, and thus 
outside history? Meanwhile, archaeologists continue digging while ethno- 
musicologists and anthropologists are forced to employ other modes of 
operation, besides day dreaming, of observing and recording the ceremonies 
at Delphi, attending a performance of the Delphic hymn to Apollon in the 
ceremonial context of 135 B.C., and experiencing the behavior, actions, 
thoughts, and emotions of those present in the Apollon temple. 

We cannot dig out sound from the dirt. The types of musical evidence 
handed down to us are all physical: literature, such as treatises on music, 
etc., archaeological remains, including small pieces of instruments, graphic 
and plastic art, and very few fragments of musical compositions in musical 
notation of which most are of a post-Christian date. These are the material 
sources on which musicology and music archaeology — or archaeomusicol- 
ogy — base its understanding of how music may have functioned and sound- 
ed in the context of Greek cult ceremonies and other facets of ancient Greek 
daily life.” Music archaeology seeks to place unearthed objects into social 
and cultural contexts, which has inspired the label “prehistoric anthropol- 
ogy of music."? However, the term “prehistoric” is an ambiguous term. On 
the one hand it refers to musical cultures before modern history, but herein 
lies also the implication that these cultures are outside history, which con- 
nects the term to evolutionary worldviews. 

It is hardly satisfying to any musical study not to be able to listen to music. 
The famous Italian composer Giuseppe Verdi once argued with reference to 
the “paean” to Apollon: “Research into the art of Greek music is pointless!"? 
Verdi was arguably addressing the lack of sound, and in this he may have 
had a point. Verdi's notion of the pointlessness of studying Greek music, 
however, is the viewpoint of a composer, not an historian. But as historians, 
too, we ought to ask ourselves the same sort of question: exactly why is 
Greek music worth researching? And what precisely can we expect to find 
out considering the scarcity of evidence available? Sound is non-existent. 
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Reconstructions of instruments, tunings, playing techniques, and composi- 
tions are hypothetical. Any notions of distant echoes of the past are senti- 
mental constructs. Indeed, the most palpable phenomenon in the musical 
study of the ancient Greek world seems to be its limitations. 


Experience as cultural knowledge 


The sound of music is not the only thing we cannot dig out of the dirt and 
experience ourselves. Although there is a vast body of music theory and 
philosophy, we simply do not know what the individual worshipper thought 
of the music he or she listened to, what attitudes he or she had towards it, 
and what music meant in everyday life to individuals and groups. The aspect 
of how the audience— such as worshippers — acted and perceived the music 
is too easily overlooked. How did the audience express their feelings, and 
what were their reactions to music heard at ceremonies? What were the 
norms of music performance and musical behavior, and how were these 
norms met in everyday life? What was perceived as musically significant by 
different groups in ancient Greek society and what was not? What role did 
music play in the formation of social and cultural identity? 

These are just a few of the questions that the study of archaeological 
objects alone cannot satisfactorily answer. Ethnomusicological fieldwork — 
given the possibility of conversations, or semi-structured interviews — would 
involve not only teachers, theoreticians and philosophers (characters whose 
thoughts we encounter in writing) but anybody whose opinion would be 
considered central to a thorough investigation of a music in a given society: 
musicians, music students, instrument builders, priests, book keepers, audi- 
ences, worshippers and many others. 

Musical norms in a structured society are often defined by influential 
actors, such as philosophers and theoreticians who, in their writing, present 
philosophical and metaphysical aspects of music and highly dense music 
theory. Examples can be found in the works of Aristoxenos and Plato in the 
fourth century B.C., Ptolemy in the second century A.D., and later Quintil- 
ian— works that are mainly based on Pythagoras' music theory — whose work 
has also formed a considerable part of basic concepts of Western music 
theory and terminology. The anonymous audiences, musicians, and others, 
by contrast, often provide a variety of views, practices, and musical experi- 
ences that challenge the ideal and idealized musical behavior and thought 
presented by the texts, and bring to the fore insights that historical docu- 
ments seldom provide. As the ethnomusicologist Martin Stokes advocates: 
^We might perhaps first look at what musics often do rather than what they 
are held to represent (the two not always being the same thing)." '? 

As has recently been shown in studies of Byzantine music, treatises on 
music theory often express the ideal of a music culture that served as role 
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models for teaching, more than they represent the actuality of music training 
or experience. Ancient works of music theory were copied in the Byzantine 
era, but theory seems to have had its own life alongside musical practices, 
both oral and written. So it seems that theory often does not correspond to 
the aural and practical reality. This, however, does not mean that theory is 
falsely applied or inaccurate; it merely points to the fact that music is subject 
to conceptualizations and usages in various ways and on different levels." 
This might strengthen the warnings against reducing ancient Greek musical 
life to theory, metaphysics, and mathematics 17 


Ethnomusicology and Antiquity 


Many studies have dealt with the issues and aspects of ancient Greek musi- 
cal life that I treat in this essay.? These studies are primarily based on the 
interpretation of various evidence; Gullóg Nordquist's iconographically ori- 
ented studies of musicians and music instruments in Greek cult are of spe- 
cial relevance in this context.'* Restani's work also emphasizes the value of 
Greek music imagery, and she paves the way for a new perspective with 
regard to the relationship between music and myth in ancient Greece." 

The interdisciplinary — or anthropological— strategy is meant to comple- 
ment other strategies employed in the latest monographic works on ancient 
Greek music, such as the explicit musicological work by Mathiesen (1999), 
and the classicist works by Comotti (1979/1989), West (1992), Anderson (1994), 
and others. The study of the roles music has played in Greek cult would find 
much inspiration by looking at studies of other musical traditions of religious 
or spiritual practices. One fine example of such a study is Enchanting Powers. 
Music in the World's Religions by Lawrence Sullivan, in which the reader finds 
a plethora of studies of different religious and musical settings, such as 
Tantrism at Java, Dagbamba of Ghana, music in Islam, Jewish Mysticism, 
and others.'° By invoking so-called “ethnographic parallels,” analogies be- 
tween existing and ancient musical cultures, I by no means wish to return 
to earlier stages in musicology where scholars were concerned with the 
“origins” of music, but rather to support ethnomusicologist Martin Clayton’s 
notion that comparison between cultures is an important and even necessary 
implication in any cultural study of music." 

This is the principle that has guided my own study of Byzantine music: 
the study of contemporary settings, forms, and conceptualizations of the 
music amongst today’s performers and audiences is indeed valuable for a 
better understanding of the music genres as they were performed and lis- 
tened to in ancient times. Of course, there might be differences in the percep- 
tions of music from one age to another, in that music exerts in each age a 
different kind of power.'* Take for example the shift in the perception of the 
term “Byzantine,” which was quite unwanted in the years following the 
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Greek War of Independence (the late 1820s) with its associations to what 
was perceived to be Eastern or Oriental,” and later the increasing popular- 
ity of the term in both historiography and everyday speech because of its 
obvious notion of coherence with the past tradition of Byzantium, and, ul- 
timately with ancient Greek musical traditions.?? 

While it is difficult to compare musical practices of the past in the ancient 
temples at Delphi, Athens, or Mount Athos with contemporary cultures—on 
account of the many possible differences in perceptions of music from one 
age to another—the historian Lionell Trilling optimistically turns things 
upside-down when he argues: "To suppose that we can think like men of 
another time is as much of an illusion as to suppose that we can think in a 
wholly different way."?! This calls attention to the need for an ethnomusi- 
cological approach to studies of past musical cultures to complement palaeo- 
organology, palaeography, Classical philology, and others. 

In this context, it seems important to emphasize that the ancient world 
should not be treated as a monolithic era, but as a culture with varied urban 
and regional traditions spread in the vast area of the Mediterranean that 
developed and changed throughout many centuries. Likewise, we should 
not assume a homogenous culture of musical practices. Even within very 
small areas today, musical practices occasionally vary greatly. Thus, music 
of the ancient Greek world might as well be understood as a plurality of 
performing practices, a multiplicity of styles, genres, and usages that were 
subject to changes in terms of form, aesthetics, and meanings. Therefore, the 
plural forms of “pasts” and “musics” are sound indeed. 

When we study Greek antiquity, we look through a complex set of "co- 
loured" lenses, which is why we should consider our relative position to- 
wards it. First, we look through Roman lenses.” For example, the terms cult 
(cultus) and religion (religio) are themselves of Roman (Latin) origin, not 
Greek. Second, we generally look through both a Christian and a modern 
secularized filter, as well as many others. Third, and perhaps most important, 
we understand ancient Greek culture through the "Greek Renaissance" of 
the late eighth century B.C.” A variety of Greek texts were copied exten- 
sively throughout the Byzantine era, a sign of a "revival of interest in the 
heroic past” and a "general trend to panhellenism."? 

Widely believed to be seminal to the Early formation of Europe is the 
synthesis of three central elements: The Roman administrative apparatus, 
the Hellenistic cultural heritage, and Christian religion.” What lacks in this 
picture is perhaps a consideration of the Oriental influence. Archaeologist 
Warwick Ball refers to this formative period in European history as the 
“Oriental Revolution”; however, I should like to widen this perspective in 
arguing that Western ideas of the Oriental Other, the dual myth of the Ori- 
ental — the "bad Turk" and the "sensual Orient" — probably have had as great 
an influence on European history as the Oriental influence itself, the two not 
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always being as easy to distinguish from one another as we would like to 
believe.” 

To the notion of Christian religion replacing earlier pantheist cult prac- 
tices, it is worth mentioning the case of the monastic society at Mount Athos. 
It was formally established in the year A.D. 963 as the “Garden of the All 
Holy Mother of God,” that is, as Christian land, but it had with certainty 
been a refuge for Christian spiritual worship already since the eighth cen- 
tury, perhaps even earlier.” Before that, however, as the archaeological evi- 
dence reveals, Mount Athos housed several Greek temples, such as a temple 
of Apollon placed near the northeastern sea shore where the monastery of 
Iveron was erected. The columns from this temple were used centrally in 
the Katholikon (i.e., the main church building) after the Christian monks 
from Iveron had applied a Cross to each of them. 


Reconstructing the other 


Reconstructions of instruments, playing techniques, and performances are 
of great importance to the understanding of ancient Greek musical culture. 
Perhaps better than anything else, reconstructions of ancient musical per- 
formances remind us how distant we are positioned in relation to early music 
both in time and culture. There is no stronger reminder of this distance, I 
suggest, than the sound of the musical reconstruction. 

Imagine if we could hear what ancient music really did sound like? It 
would arguably cause a massive culture shock. And what if we came to real- 
ize that the sound of ancient music was much farther away from what we had 
imagined: what disappointment! We would stand face to face with the (rela- 
tive) uselessness of our work, as suggested by Verdi. However, the real ques- 
tion does not concern what the music really did sound like. As I see it, the 
real question concerns how we like to imagine the sound of ancient Greek 
music to be, and the possible reasons why we like to imagine it in a specific 
way. It is related to the question I asked above: why is Greek music worth 
researching? Exactly what makes ancient Greek music an important field of 
study? 

Any possible answer to this question is intertwined both with the his- 
tory of archaeology as a discipline and with Western cultural and historical 
identity. The culture might be "Greek," but archaeology is profoundly con- 
cerned with European culture and the Western cultural Self. As Chris Gosden 
notes, methods created in the early, colonial days of anthropology and ar- 
chaeology, “were all to do with Us studying Them, where the Us in question 
were white, middle-class people in developed nations and They were small 
groups of far-away people ..."?? As such the early stages of humanistic stud- 
ies were bound to Romantic ideas, colonialist power, and evolutionistic views 
of man and nature. The idea that it is possible to trace Western history back 
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to a time of purity and philosophical brilliance, back to the era widely be- 
lieved to be the "cradle of humanity" is per se a Romantic search for the 
Urquelle of European-ness before—and this is an inescapable implication— 
it got mixed up with the tanned and uncivilized Oriental neighbors. What 
literally lies between the ancient and the modern is "the intellectual history 
of imagining the Mediterranean as a border between the West and what lies 
beyond," as Philip Bohlman argues, and this idea still marks the limit with 
regard to the expansion of the European Union today — to such a degree that 
it almost seems “natural.” 30 

In archaeology and other disciplines, the evolutionist point of view has 
been challenged by more nuanced arguments, and not entirely without irony: 
the white columns, buildings, sculpture and votive reliefs that for long nur- 
tured the idea of the superior ancient Greek culture as essentially being a 
“white” culture, were in fact not white but colored.’ In the early days of 
archaeology — when Lord Elgin took with him what he felt belonged to 
him — so the history of the discipline has shown, archaeologists cleansed a 
great many columns and sculptures from the remaining colour pigments, 
believing, as they did, that the paint was of so-called "barbaric" origin and 
of a much later date. This is a striking example of how wanted pasts are 
created to match current worldviews. 

This discussion of chromaticism relates directly to widely held ideas of 
the sound of music in Early Europe. Within the field of Byzantine music, for 
example, scholars have disputed for many years whether or not chromatic 
modes existed in the music of the historical period of Byzantium (i.e., until 
1453). The discussion is blurred by the assumption that chromatic modes 
are essentially of Oriental origin (leaving aside the fact that the Turkish and 
Arabic makam-systems, or "modes," are based on the same ancient Greek 
music theory as the Byzantine modes). Following this logic, however, the 
music of the post-Byzantine era was chromatisized, as it were, during the 
Ottoman rule. 

Edward Said's critical arguments on "orientalism" are still highly relevant 
to many musicological studies as well as to archaeology, judging from War- 
wick Ball's recently published and highly praised work, Rome in the East.? 
Although Ball sympathetically calls for an Eastern viewpoint, he neverthe- 
less draws an exotic picture of the East. In discussing the "baroque" style of 
Classical buildings, he juxtaposes East and West: 


"The forms of Classical architecture were rigidly dominated by 
strict rules and order [...] In the East [...] the natural Near East- 
ern love of flamboyance and elaboration had free reign [...] it 
lent the monuments spontaneity and humour that is often lack- 
ing in the purer but colder Classical monuments further west. 
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In the East, it becomes warmer, more living, more experimen- 
tal."* 


Ball's so-called Eastern viewpoint never rises above the level of postulation 
and self-delusion. Instead of overcoming the eurocentrism and orientalism 
he himself criticizes, he simply wraps the same prejudices in a new — perhaps 
more "friendly" — way.” Ball juxtaposes East and West in stereotyped, bi- 
nary oppositions, which seems to be a return to cultural essentialism: West 
is cold, rigid, and pure, East is warm, spontaneous, and colourful. If this 
marks the end of orientalism, it simultaneously heralds the arrival of neo- 
orientalism.? Although mentioning that Roman architecture may seem an 
excursus in the context of Greek music and cult, I use the quotation from 
Ball's book to show how important it is to both recognize one's own relative 
cultural position as a researcher, and to realize the implications of pretend- 
ing the viewpoint of the Other. Ball does not address the obvious question: 
precisely for which Oriental peoples' viewpoint does he speak? Those of the 
present? The past? The one group or the other? In the Near Orient, too, we 
must assume that people were as different in the past as they are today. 

To gain insight into the worldview of the Other, one needs to be willing 
to risk one's own worldview and identity, at least partially and temporarily. 
This is one of the most important experiences for anthropological fieldwork. 
A brilliant study dealing with issues related to the colonialist roots of ar- 
chaeology and anthropology is Gosden's work on the changing relationship 
between the two disciplines. His dual consideration is indeed important and 
necessary, as each of the disciplines has continuously influenced each other.” 
Ethnomusicology, as another humanistic discipline, might as well be added 
to the list. 


The kiste-effect 


Historical ethnomusicology emphasizes the specificity and historicity of 
events and meanings that are thought of as musically significant by different 
human beings who are positioned in different cultures at different times. 
This principle guides not only the study of music, but also relates to all other 
aspects of ancient culture. We might dig relics out of the dirt, but not cul- 
tural systems of relationships. Poststructural anthropology emphasizes that 
since cultural relations are not material, they cannot even be observed. Cul- 
tural relations can only be experienced through participation." 

The study of music in a Greek cultic context must, of course, relate to 
"historical facts." Then, historiography is basically the act of filling the gaps 
between the historical facts much in the same manner as a musical recon- 
struction. We can do nothing but turn to our historical imagination and in- 
terpretative skills, which are already fostered by our biases, preunderstand- 
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ings, and predefinitions. There is, after all, an inherent element of 
intellectual, or creative, interaction in history writing. This does not mean 
that historiography should not be carried out with minute care, thorough- 
ness and much precaution; on the contrary. It rather emphasizes the need to 
be aware of what we really do when we write history. 

The archaeological discussion of the contents of the kiste in votive reliefs 
serves as an illustrative example.?? What were the contents of the container 
(the kiste), and what was it made of? A point worth mentioning— which was 
clearly emphasized during the conference discussion on this matter—is that 
no agreement exists among scholars that the 'cube-like-container-with-the- 
somewhat-slightly-rounded-corners' really is a kiste! It could be something 
else. So, even a discipline as material and systematic as archaeology, which 
occasionally still makes claims to positivistic objectivity, does speculate. In 
other words, when evidence is scarce, archaeologists can only try to imagine 
the contents of (what is believed to be) the kiste. I refer to this as the kiste- 
effect, which designates the situation where curiosity, persistency, and sheer 
eagerness of wanting to know turns into a highly creative discussion of dif- 
ferent hypotheses. The kiste-effect is a good metaphor for the principle that 
is at work, for example, in the reconstruction of the sound of the kithara by 
looking at the sound box and number of strings on a black-figure vase- 
painting of a kithara. Numerous studies reveal an abundance of information, 
but what can we possibly say about the sound of the kithara by looking at a 
black figure vase-painting? The kiste-effect inevitably takes over when evi- 
dence is exhausted. 


Music as context 


Turning to music in the context of ancient cult, it could broadly be defined 
as sacred music functioning in the context of a religious practice or cultus, 
the Antique cult being defined as a system of religious devotion, and a ser- 
vice or act of worship. However, the music cannot satisfactorily be seen as 
background for other parts of a ceremony in relation to which it is understood 
as less significant. Music is not mere accompaniment, not only a means to 
fill the various gaps during ritual and ceremonial act. Any given set of sacred 
music cannot be separated from the ritual or ceremonial practice it inhabits, 
as shown by numerous studies of religious music.” It is therefore problem- 
atic to speak about cult music as “music” in any conventional sense. A brief 
look at how the concept of music was applied in ancient Greek society does 
not make things easier. The term “music” derives from "the art of the muses" 
(uovo TEXVN) and was used to designate a simultaneity of musical sound 
production, dance, and poetry as late as the fifth century B.C. As Cowan 
maintains, this performative and philosophical unity was expressed both in 
secular song and ritual drama.*! 
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The practices of a cult cannot fully be understood as providing the con- 
textual setting for the music. Music itself creates context, or co-creates context. 
Thereby music produces locality, hereness, and a sense of belonging for those 
who are present.” This enables us to speak simultaneously about music in 
culture and society, and society and culture in music.? As phrased by the 
ethnomusicologist Martin Stokes: 


“Musics are invariably communal activities, that bring people 
together in specific alignments, whether as musicians, dancers 
or listening audiences. The 'tuning in' (Schutz 1977) through 
music of these social alignments can provide a powerful affective 
experience in which social identity is literally "embodied "7 


Music as spiritual medium 


An important aspect of the production of "hereness" in many contexts of 
religious music is that the connection between the earthly and the heavenly, 
or spiritual, spheres is manifested. The presence of a deity is made factual 
in the form of a concrete encounter between worshipper(s) and god(s) with 
music as the mediator. This event, or "sound event,” strengthens a religious 
tradition in binding the present performance to the tradition's past, while 
simultaneously making the promise that the future will be tied to the same 
shared past. This is a means of ensuring the continuation of the religious 
and musical tradition. 

One of the unique abilities of music is "to represent the ideal in sensuous, 
immaterial, audible form. It liberates by negating the restrictions of matter. 
And because music is able to express the inner life of the soul, it can represent 
man's entire emotional universe."^ The notion of the "entire emotional uni- 
verse," as Rowell puts it, I take to embrace also the spiritual aspect of human 
experiences, a thought that is common to many cultures and not far from the 
ancient Greek scheme of musicking and musical thinking. After all, ancient 
Greece is not the only culture to make a connection between the universe and 
musical sound, nor between music and transforming emotional and spiritual 
states. The enchanting powers of ancient Greek music should not be neglect- 
ed merely as "legendary powers of Greek music," as Mathiesen characterizes 
it. Rather, it seems as if the power of music was culturally recognized in 
ancient Greece, a power that was thought of as both musically and philo- 
sophically significant, and possibly even fundamental to Greek society. 


Ritual and authority 


We already know that music performance in ancient Greece was highly 
institutionalized, and that music played a central role in the civic and the 
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religious life. Music is an important agent in the establishment of authori- 
tarianism, power, and religious hierarchy, two traits common to all kinds of 
cult." This is also true for the establishment and perseverance of a tradition's 
values and longevity, both of which legitimate cult. In his book on Church 
and Cult, Wookey mentions traits such as manipulation and mind-control as 
some of the issues that relate to cults (in modern times), a notion supported 
by the classicist Walter Burkert, who mentions the possible veiled interests 
of religious groups and phenomena.^ Authority could be proliferated by a 
strong and conscious performance practice with articulate aesthetic ideas 
and expressions in the music performed at cult ceremonies. Likewise, elitist 
traits (“We, and only we, are right!”) also would be mirrored in the attitude 
towards performing practices and ideals of, for example, timbre, gesture, 
and vocal use (“We, and only we, know how this music should be per- 
formed"). Such attitudes are always legitimated by implied notions of lon- 
gevity and reliance on oral tradition and musical reminiscence. In the case 
of Byzantine music, it is interesting to see how the oral tradition within a 
single monastic setting has more weight than written sources hundreds of 
years old. Without oral knowledge, so the Vatopedian monks argue, the 
performer will neither get the full meaning of the notation, nor be able to 
make a "correct" performance. 

Specific examples of a strong and conservative musical performance 
practice could be found, perhaps, in vase-paintings. What I find striking in 
the imagery of "auletes" (aulos-players), as in Nordquist's study, is the si- 
multaneity of the stereotyped and the idiosyncratic.” There is, of course, a 
stylistic explanation to this, but being part of a well-defined and tightly 
controlled series of ceremonial acts as musicians in cult settings presumably 
were, their performance style, so the vase-paintings suggest, seems to have 
been highly stereotyped, but at the same time there seems to be an indication 
of local variation. The typical is also a prominent trait in temple buildings, 
to name but another example.” That the musicians “look” typical, or stereo- 
typed, is what can be expected when it comes to liturgical or ceremonial 
music. Most elements in a given ritual act are formulaic, prescribed. That is 
the whole meaning of a ritual. The verbal, the bodily, the theatre-like acts 
and gesticulations are all meant to be repeatable, meant to be performed in 
the same way at every ceremony, although great variation even within a 
single region or locality might be observed.” 


The historicity of reconstruction 


When musicians try to reconstruct the sound of ancient Greek music and 
fill the lacunae in the musical fragments, they must rely on their historical 
knowledge, their musical training, and their personal and shared musicali- 
ties (the music they usually perform and listen to). The gaps can be filled 
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either by playing or singing something that most plausibly could have been 
played or sung, or by letting silence take over. In either case, the final result 
will always be an interpretation influenced by the current trends and con- 
ventions within performance practices of so-called “ethnic,” “folk,” or “his- 
torical" musics, genres that would be found under the all-encompassing 
rubric of "World Music" in today's record store. Labels such as these must— 
from a scholarly viewpoint— be considered pejorative and analytically dubi- 
ous. All music is in a sense ethnic music and folk music, since music is an 
action entirely human. The musician Big Bill Broonzy, when asked whether 
the tunes he played were folk tunes, once replied: "I never heard a horse 
sing 'em!"? What we recognize is that these labels are entirely meaningless 
when not applied from a specific viewpoint. 

Atrium Musicae de Madrid's reconstruction of ancient Greek music bears 
associations to a wide range of different musics, such as Gregorian chant 
(track 7), Indian citar sound with South American pan flutes (track 4), and 
folk music and modern, atonal composition (track 1). The whole enterprise 
of reconstruction is inevitably bound to the time the recording was made (in 
1979), and thus echoes a variety of musics from the musical soundscape of 
the late 1970s. That some instruments resemble what can be heard as "ex- 
otic" instruments is, to be sure, not a coincidence. They picture the distance 
to the realm of the alleged 'origins' of music. The implications of evolution- 
ist and Romantic worldviews are hard to miss. It is as if the reprint of the 
recording—it was reprinted twice, in 1986 and 1999--itself adds a further 
aspect of historical distance: for a 2004-ear, the recording is no longer mere- 
ly a reconstruction of approximately 2500-year old Greek music, it also pres- 
ents the somewhat distant sound of 1979! It is not a coincidence, I believe, 
that this first attempt to reconstruct ancient Greek music took place in the 
period of the Early Music movement: the so-called "historical" recordings 
of the late 1970s and 1980s. Various musical works were subject to recording 
projects that made claim to original performance practices on "historical" 
instruments. All instruments on the Atrium Musicae de Madrid's recording 
(they mention more than 65 instruments) are reconstructions or replicas, 
built and played by the musicians themselves. 


"Tuning in": music examples 


The reconstructions of ancient Greek music carried out by Atrium Musicae 
de Madrid are based on written fragments from the two known ancient 
notational forms, the instrumental and the vocal. The result presents a high- 
ly creative approach to the music as well as a sincere attempt to recapture a 
"totally unknown" music, as the musicians themselves phrase it in the book- 
let. The musicians explicitly try to "tune in" the audience to ensure a certain 
listening-attitude towards the music. In encouraging the reader of this ar- 
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ticle to get hold of the CD and listen while reading, let me to quote the 
statement of the ensemble from the booklet of the recording: 


"We commence the record with a sonorous explosion which, in 
the manner of the 'Anakrousis' [i.e., prelude] recreates the silence 
necessary to enter into contact with a music as remote as and 
unknown as this.” 


The audible sound of music is—and was—perhaps a means of knowledge 
because of its ability to reveal the inaudible, a thought taken from Indian 
music" However, these thoughts are not without paradox. Performed music 
is never remote but sounds utterly present. 

On a record, it is virtually impossible to start with silence, since the two 
most plausible (and understandable) reactions would be either to think that 
the record has not started yet, or that the volume is turned to zero. Therefore 
Atrium Musicae de Madrid opens the first track with an explosion of sound. 
All reconstructed ancient instruments play a tutti fortissimo. Thus, the fol- 
lowing silence has the effect of sharpening the ear towards the next sound 
to come. In other words, the musicians play with the listeners' expecta- 
tions. 

The "tuning in" through music of a historically remote cultural space is 
a powerful experience that literally embodies it in the present. We might ask 
ourselves, then, what would we expect to hear? What did, or, better, what 
should, this "totally unknown" music actually sound like? I have already 
suggested an answer above. Our expectations would always be limited by 
our own time, our own culture, our own present. And these limitations also 
apply to the musicians, which is why the music in a sense sounds quite 
known, and sounds very much like the late 1970s, which is not so mysti- 
cally “unknown.” We are not able to listen beyond the music that has shaped 
our musical education and our cultural ear. A future comparative study of 
different "takes" on ancient Greek music, that is different reconstructions, 
would eventually show that changing national and political agendas, current 
trends and musical fashions, are as much a part of musical reconstruction 
work as the practical reconstruction itself.» 


Historical narrative 


The television broadcasting of the latest Olympic Games at Athens in 2004 
showed clearly how the history of the ancient games is interwoven with 
modern Greek national identity markers. Trailers and historical programmes 
on television, and breaks during many of the indoor disciplines of the event, 
played Greek bouzouki-music from the 1960s and later, accompanying the 
return of the Olympic Games to their original historical framework, “to the 
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city where it all began."^? The opening ceremony of the Olympic Games 
staged "ancient Greek" elements in the shape of reconstructed clothing and 
dances. Also "ancient Greek" music was played: parts of the Atrium Musicae 
de Madrid's reconstructions echoed in the arena. Assumably, their recording 
is still an authority. Thus music plays a fundamental role in the highly self- 
conscious performance of Greekness. Displaying music in this manner is a 
strong means of fusing historical depth into the narrative of the modern 
Greek nation-state, which strengthens its international position among other 
great nations. Musical reconstruction has no relevance, and does not touch 
us, unless the music relates to our own time. Both the study and reconstruc- 
tion of ancient Greek music is an engagement with the past that takes place 
in a present. Thus working with ancient Greek music remains inevitably an 
issue of Self and historical identity that has recourse in narrating a distant 
Other. 

On the relation between identity and history, ethnomusicologist Philip 
Bohlman argues: "The otherness of the past as an experience in which one 
did not participate is often inseparable from the selfness of the past as an 
experience to which one draws closer through its narration.”” In other words, 
the selfness of past is a constructed, or imaginary, experience. But the point 
is not to discover the "truth" of one's past, rather it is an issue of identity. 


The return to history: concluding remarks 


I strongly advocate a wide range of scholarly and creative approaches to an 
interdisciplinary study of ancient Greek music. We should allow ourselves 
to let our historical knowledge of "an irretrievably lost and unknown music" 
be enriched and widened by multiple (musical) experiences from contem- 
porary cultures. This will enable us to ask questions in new ways and this, 
in turn, will nurture our historical imagination as well as increase the aware- 
ness about the historicity of musical research and reconstruction. Only by 
reflecting on musicology's and ethnomusicology's embeddedness in the 
humanistic scholarly tradition will we ensure that our own interests are 
made explicit. Both theoretical and self-critical reflection will enable us to 
ask new questions. Only with theoretical ambition will the historical as well 
as anthropological study of music ever reach a level beyond a mere museum 
enterprise and thereby add something new and valuable to the world of 
history and music.” One characteristic for which music reconstructors must 
be admired is that they dare to sound the silence in creative ways. 

Atrium Musicae de Madrid's record displays the second Delphic hymn 
to Apollon (128 B.C.).? The sound of the reconstructed instrument hydraulos 
is dominated by the bubbles of water—hydraulic air compression is required 
for the instrument to produce sound—and its organ-pipe-like tones resem- 
ble a ferryboat leaving the harbour heading for the open sea. This could be 
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seen as a strong symbol of a sacred journey into the unknown, unexplored 
past. Travelling into cultures of the Other is often used as a metaphor for 
travelling back in history, and vice versa, and as such the boundaries between 
cultural and historical Other, between anthropology and history, become 
blurred and give shape to a theoretical terrain shared by anthropological 
and historical perspectives.” Following one of the main arguments in David 
Lowenthal's work, The Past is a Foreign Country, the main concern for any 
historical study is to recognize the impact of the present on the past.°! Our 
historical imagination is inevitably embodied in the present. This does not 
mark the end of history, but rather the return to history, as also Lowenthal 
has it: "If today's insights can be seen as integral to the meaning of the past, 
rather than subversive of its truth, we might breathe new life into it.” 
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Notes 


1 Bohlman 1997b. 

2 See Discography. 

Restani 1997. The ICTM (International Council for Traditional Music) study 
group on "Anthropology of Music in Mediterranean Cultures" held three meet- 
ings, Venice 1992, 1995, and Bari-Molfetta 1996. See the e-journal Ethnomusicol- 
ogy OnLine 3 (1997); see also Restani 1997; Bohlman 1997b, see also http://www. 
ethnomusic.ucla.edu/ICTM. 

4 Restani 1997. 

See for example Gosden 1999, 180. 

Cf. Mathiesen 1999, 7; see catalogue and transcriptions of musical fragments 
in West 1992. 

7 Note that Schneider lists seven types of sources; however, these categories do 
not contradict the four types I have listed. See Schneider 1999, 36. For music 
archaeology generally, see Schneider 1999. 

8 Or the German ‘Vorgeschichtsmusikanthropologie’; Lund 1980, reference in 
Schneider 1999, 34. 

9 Mathiesen 1999, 5. 

10 Stokes 1994, 12. Parenthesis and italics original. 

11 See Lind 2003. 

12 See Restani 1997. 

13 See for example the selective but quite extensive reference list in Mathiesen 
2002. 

14 Nordquist 1992; 1994. 
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Restani 1997. 

See Sullivan 1997 for references. 

Clayton 2008, 57. 

Cf. Bohlman 1997a; 1997b. 

Romanou 1990, 93. 

See Lind 2003, 83, 153-68. 

Trilling 1942, 192. 

Cf. the discussion at the conference that followed L.B. Christensen's paper on 
the concept of cult, see Christensen, this volume. 

See Antonaccio 1995, 5; reference to Hägg 1983. 

Antonaccio 1995, 5, 8 respectively. 

See for example Ostrogorsky 1957, 25. 

Ball 2000, 7. 

See also the arguments of Said 1978. 

See Morris 1996, 37-46. 

Gosden 1999, 180. 

Bohlman 1997b. 

See for example O'stergaard et al. 2004; cf. the recent exhibition "ClassiColor" 
on ancient polychromatic sculpture, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, Copenhagen, 
12 March - 30 May 2004. 

Said 1978; Ball 2000. 

Ball 2000, 382. 

Ball 2000, 2. 

Cf. Hastrup 1999. 

Gosden 1999. 

See for example Hastrup 1990. 

See Hamilton in this volume. 

See for example Blacking 1973; 1995; Qureshi 1991; Bohlman 1997a; Bergeron 
1998; Lind 2003. See also Sullivan 1997. 

Combotti 1979/1989, 3. 

Cowan 1999, 1022. 

Lind 2003. 

Cf. Blacking 1973. 

Stokes 1994, 12, with reference to Schutz 1977. 

Rowell 1983, 125, comment to a part of Hegel's "The Philosophy of Fine Art." 
Mathiesen 1999, 4. 

Wookey 1996, 14. 

Wookey 1996, 2; Burkert 1996, 22. 

Nordquist 1992. 

Burkert 1996, 26. 

See Lind 2003. 

Broonzy quoted in Nettl 1983, 303. 

Atrium Musicae de Madrid 1979, from the CD booklet [1999]. 

Rowell 1992, 38. 

For examples on different reconstructions, see, e.g., the recordings listed in the 
Discography. 

For example “Historien bag historien" [transl., “The History Behind the Story"] 
on the Danish television program TV2’s daily coverage of the Olympic Games 
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at Athens 2004. TV2’s homepage, tv.tv2.dk/tv, August 24, 2004 (translation 
mine). 

57 Bohlman 1997a, 149, reference to Ricoeur 1992, 140-68. 

58 I paraphrase Kirsten Hastrup’s beautiful Danish expression, “hagiografisk 
kustodevirksomhed;” see Hastrup 1999, 5. 

59 Listen to track 21 on the CD, play from [02:45] to hear the reconstructed hy- 
draulos. 

60 See Bohlman 1997b; Lind 2003. 

61 Lowenthal 1985. 

62 Lowenthal 1985, 410. 
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Cultic Persona and the Transmission of 
the Partheneions 


George Hinge 


The chorus was one of the most important expressions of Greek cult. In 
words and movements, the chorus embodied the myth of the cult and gave 
life to its rituals. In addition, the young boys and girls of the chorus were 
integrated into the civic body by imitating the history of the polis. In Sparta, 
a corpus of these choruses was published in Hellenistic times in six books 
under the name of the seventh-century poet Alkman.! Unfortunately, this 
collection disappeared before or during the Middle Ages. Only about 3% 
has survived, either as quotations in other authors or in papyrus fragments 
from Egypt? Many of these fragments belong to so-called partheneions, i.e. 
choral songs performed by young girls, parthenoi.? 

The most famous of Alkman's partheneions, which is known primarily 
thanks to the Louvre Papyrus, lists the names of eleven girls.* Two girls are 
in the front - two protagonists, so to speak — whose names occur more times 
in the extant lines: Hagesichora (vv. 54, 57, 79, 90) and Agido (vv. 40, 42, 58, 
80). The chorus compares their attractiveness (vv. 39-59): 


... EG d &e(óo 

Ayı8dws TO due" OEW 

. Qt AALOV, ÓvrteQ ALULV 

Ayıdw LAQTUEETAL 

datvev’ €ué 0 OUT ETALVEV 

ovUtTE ucouécOau viv A KAEVVa XOQAYOS 
ou AUWG èf doket yàg uev aŭta 
EKTIQETINS TOG correo ALTIC 

èv BOTOIS OTAGELEV ITTTIOV 

rrayov &e0Aopóoov Kavaxaroda 
t&v UTLOTETOLOLWV Ovg(ocov: 

N} o0x OETG; ó HEV KEANG 

'Evevucóc: à dE votto 

TAS ¿UAG &veyutc 

Aynoıxögag Ertavdei 

xovoóc [w]s Axripatoc' 

TOT AQYVELOV TTEOOWTIOV 
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dtadaday Ti Tor Aën 

Aynoıxöoa HEN avta: 

a dé devTEQA TED’ Ayıdw TO eidos 
innos IPnvwı KoAa£atoc deauettar 


I sing of the light of Agido. I see her (?) like the sun, of whose 
light Agido is a witness. Our illustrious chorus-leader will not 
in any way allow me to praise her or blame her. For she seems 
to be herself excellent as if one would put on grass a horse, 
strong, prize-winning, thunder-footed, belonging to the dreams 
from beneath the rocks (?). Don’t you see it? The first is a fast 
Enetian, but the mane of my cousin Hagesichora is blossoming 
like pure gold. Her silvery face — why spell it out? That is Hag- 
esichora. Agido runs after her the second in beauty, like a Ko- 
laxaian horse against an Ibenian.° 


Then nine other girls are introduced (vv. 64-77): 


OUTE YAQ TL Ttoopooac 

TÖOOOG KÓQOG WOT’ AUUVAL 

ovtE TIOLKLÄAOG dEaKWV 
TTAYXQLOLOG, OVOE LLLTEA 

Avóta, veaviöwv 

iavoy[A]ebagwv ayadua, 

ovde tai Navvwg KOHOL 

AAN ov[d'] Agéta oredr, 

ovo? LvAakic te kai KAenotonea, 
od Es AivnowBe[d]tac £vOoica oaotic: 
Aotadic [t]é uot yEvorto 

Kai rtottyAértot D(AvAAa 
Aauag[é]ta T zoata te Tavdeuic' 
&ÀÀ' Aynoıxöga ue teiger 


For there will not be enough purple to defend oneself, nor a 
colourful snake of solid gold nor a Lydian diadem, the pride of 
the violet-eyed young girls, nor the hair of Nanno, nor godlike 
Areta nor Sylakis and Kleesisera; and you will not go home to 
Ainesimbrota and say: May Astaphis be mine, may Philylla look 
my way, or Damareta or lovely Ianthemis. No, it is Hagesichora 
that torments me. 


These girls are normally identified as the rest of the chorus. There are some 
badly preserved verses later in the poem saying something about being ten 
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instead of eleven.’ These seem to correspond with the total number of names 
mentioned in the poem (ten with Ainesimbrota, eleven without her). In this 
group, Hagesichora and Agido occupy a central place in the collective con- 
sciousness of the chorus. 

The name Hagesichora means literally "she who leads the chorus," and 
it has therefore generally been assumed that she was also the chorus-leader 
or chorégos mentioned often in the poem. Agido, on the other hand, means 
"a girl belonging to the family of the Agiads." The Agiads were one of the 
two Spartan royal houses. Gregory Nagy draws an important conclusion 
from the fact that the names of the two protagonists have a straightforward 
meaning, namely that they do not designate historical persons, but generic 
roles employed by different persons in different performances of the choral 
song in question.? It was not Gelegenheitsdichtung composed for a single oc- 
casion or for a very specific group of girls. The chorus represented the polis 
as such, and the poem was, so to speak, timeless. I agree with Nagy's analy- 
sis, since it converges with the conclusions about the performance of choral 
lyrics that I would like to draw from the linguistic form of the transmitted 
poems. 

In general, one must be cautious not to draw too far-reaching conclusions 
from the meaning of a personal name. Nagy may be right that names of 
poets like Homer, Hesiod and Stesichoros may in fact originally designate 
generic figures rather than historical persons, since their names fit so per- 
fectly to their status. Homer is the “collector,” i.e. the proto-rhapsode (öuo- 
+ aeagtoKkw), Hesiod is “he who releases the song" (inut + poóóc), and 
Stesichoros is “he who puts up the choruses” (out + xooóc).? They are 
both, after all, shrouded in mythology. On the other hand, the danger of the 
method becomes clear when one considers a name like Aristotle; it means 
in fact "the best end," and since telos, "end, purpose," is a cornerstone in 
Aristotelic terminology, we would have called Aristotle a generic name, the 
prototype of the Peripatetic philosopher, if we didn't know better. So, parents 
may in fact just be lucky (or provident'’) when they give names to a newborn 
child. It could thus simply be a happy coincidence that a girl named Hag- 
esichora happened to be the chorus-leader in the year when Alkman com- 
posed his famous partheneion. 

The eleven names in the Partheneion are uncommon. That is, three of 
them are frequent girls' names in inscriptions throughout the Classical age, 
Areta “virtue,” Philylla "sweetheart" and Damareta "virtue of the people." 
The other names, however, are rather extraordinary. In fact, six of them are 
not attested in other sources, namely Hagesichora, Agido, Ainesimbrota, Asta- 
phis, lanthemis, and Sylakis, and one is attested only in literary texts, namely 
Kleesisera; Nannö occurs a couple of times. There are, of course, many names 
that are attested only once, and female names in particular, which are much 
rarer in the sources, tend to be singular. In the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, 
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2,630 female names altogether are enumerated for the Peloponnese and 
Magna Graecia.!! 1,739 of these names or 66.1% occur only once and 501 or 
19% twice or three times. So it must not be discriminating per se that six or 
54.5% of the names in Alkman’s partheneion occur only there. What makes 
them suspicious is not so much their infrequency, but rather the fact that 
some of them fit their role so remarkably well. 

Mario Puelma argues that Hagesichora cannot be the chorus-leader, since 
the word ho choragos is introduced in verse 44 before the first mention of the 
name Hagesichora in verse 53; it must refer to the only person who is called 
by her name earlier in the poem, namely Agido, who is mentioned in the 
previous sentence. According to this analysis, it is mere coincidence that 
Hagesichora has a name that means "chorus-leader."? It is, however, per- 
fectly possible that the chorus referred to their leader with the title and no 
name the first time, since they themselves would of course have known who 
was who. At any rate, if we accept that the persons are in fact generic roles, 
it is no problem at all. The words choragos and Hagesichora would then be 
equivalent both semantically and functionally and therefore mutually inter- 
changeable. 

I will claim that all names of the partheneion are role-names.'* When 
Alkman composed his partheneion, he did not have in mind concrete girls 
with names like Philylla, Nanno or Sylakis. The choral song is a drama with 
certain roles, which would be cast with the girls who happened to be avail- 
able for the year of the performance. Of course the casting was not random. 
The part of the beloved was not given to the ugliest or less sympathetic girl 
of the group. Beauty and attractiveness could hardly be considered objective 
criteria anyway, but were measured by the position of the girl's family. Thus, 
the part of Agido would always be played by a girl from the family of the 
Agiads. 

The roles of the other names in Alkman’s first partheneion are less evident. 
As we have seen, the names are rare, but we know too little about early 
Lakonian female onomastics to exclude the possibility that they were in fact 
commonplace names, as were Areta, Philylla and Damareta in later times. 
The triviality of these names is in fact no less suspicious than the rarity of 
the other names. One could say that they simply designate the common role 
of the dancing and admiring girl. The name Nanno, which is probably some 
kind of Lallwort, is in classical literature only known as the name of a flute- 
playing hetaera in Mimnermos.' If we are allowed to transfer this connota- 
tion to Sparta (Mimnermos is contemporaneous with Alkman), it would not 
be a very appropriate name for a Spartan girl of noble rank. The name Syl- 
akis is not particularly innocent either: thylakos means "leather sack,” and 
the feminine thylaké is used, at least later, for the scrotum.!° We know noth- 
ing about the bodily movements of the dance, but it is not impossible that 
it involved obscene roles, too. 
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Let us turn to some of the other extant partheneions to see if the names 
included in them can also be analysed as generic. The most problematic in 
this respect would be Alkman fr. 5 P, which is quoted in a papyrus com- 
mentary only, since it seems to have mentioned the Spartan king Leotychi- 
das: 


“vov d loues Tw daluovog” Ew(c) Tov "rraudwv] &ototav": 
Aewtuxtdac Alakedaıuovilwv Booueue, &órAov dé [... 0] 
vyarne r] Tiuaoıußoöta ... tivos. “pvav d Eoıkev [rc]ouót 
&avOcIIoAvóc[o]o[ TT Aewtvxtda vióc EotıTov Aakedauuoviwv] 
pac é[c]e: [vo]o ð Evovx[o]áxovc vioóc TIoAvd]weoc Kat 
Twufaoyı]lßoöta Ovyá[rno. 


"But now let us go to the god's" until "the best of his children". 
Leotychidas, the king of the Lakedaimonians. It is unclear [...] 
daughter was Timasimbrota ... "Is similar in build to the blond 
child (of?) Polydoros" He is the son of the king of the Spartans. 
Polydoros was Eurykrates' son and Timasimbrota his daugh- 
ter. 


This information has been taken as a decisive verification of the traditional 
date of Alkman.” It is in this context more interesting that the presence of 
a historical king in a partheneion may be considered an inconvenient im- 
pediment to the hypothesis about the generic character of these poems. 
However, the king can be seen as a generic figure as well, even if his name 
is historical; he is the representative of a power, which embodies the city as 
such and is repeated generation after generation for centuries. At any rate, 
it is uncertain if the name of Leotychidas did in fact stand in the poem. If 
the poem told that Timasimbrota was the best of Leotychidas' children, there 
would have been nothing to comment upon, but the commentator states that 
it is unclear and ends up with another conclusion, it seems. Furthermore, 
Leötychidas, -ës is the Attic-Ionic form of the name; it is rather unlikely that 
the commentator would choose that form if he had just read the Doric La(o) 
tychidas in the poem.'® Another possibility, therefore, is that it was said that 
Timasimbrota was the best of the king’s children, and that the commentator 
has himself calculated that Leotychidas was king at the time of Alkman. 
Timasimbrota in the next lemma is compared with a youth called Polydoros. 
Since Leotychidas' son had another name, the commentator concludes that 
they were the children of the other king, Eurykrates, instead. 

Pindar's second partheneion (= fr. 94(b) SM) is written for the daphneph- 
oric procession in the honour of Apollon. In the middle of the song, the 
chorus calls on the son of Damaina to lead it, and adds that the daughter 
will follow as the first one (vv. 66-72): 
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Aauatvas nafi, &]valıotu]w vov pot Todt 
oteixwv &yéo: [1]iv yao e[6]ocov Ewerau 
TEWTA Bvyártno [6]800 

dadvac evTtetaAov oxeó[ó]v 

paívowa nedos, 

AvóauctotQóza àv ná- 

oxnoe ujeeo[.....]oo[ ] 


... of Damaina, stepping forth now with a ... foot, lead the way 
for me, since the first to follow you on the way will be your kind 
daughter, who beside the branch of leafy bay walks on sandals, 
whom Andaisistrota has trained in skills ... 

(Iransl. W.H. Race) 


It is normally assumed that Damaina's son is Pagondas mentioned in the 
beginning of the poem (v. 10), and it is his daughter that follows after him; 
Agasikles, mentioned in v. 38, is considered his son. Thus the poem is as- 
sociated with a particular historical family and therefore not particularly 
generic. This, however, is not the only interpretation: Damaina's son could 
be Agasikles, and “the daughter" not the daughter of Damaina's son, but 
the daughter of Damaina herself. Another supplement of verse 66 reads pater, 
"father," so that Damaina is the name of the daughter. 

At any rate, it is striking how the different names resemble the names of 
Alkman's partheneions semantically. The leading boy has a name derived 
from hegeomai, the very same verb that is used in the exhortation (v. 67 &yéo). 
Agasikles' role was presumably similar to that of Hagesichora. The children's 
mother has a name, which can be interpreted as "the praise of the people" 
(önuos + aivoc). The closest parallel to that is Alkman fr. 10(b) P, where the 
leader of the chorus is called Hagesidamos, son of Damotimidas. The struc- 
ture of the two partheneions is similar: after a narrative excursus, the chorus 
invokes its leader and comments upon the dance. 

The chorus-leader is acting with one particular girl, who is in both cases 
defined genealogically: Ag-idö (Alkman): thygater (Pindar). At the beginning 
of Pindar's partheneion, the chorus states that it will sing about the “dwell- 
ing of Aioladas and his son Pagondas” (vv. 8-11 navldo&gov AloAada 
otaduov | viov te Ilaywvda | úuvýow). I suppose that this is meant only 
as a general reference. The cult was in the hands of a genos that claimed 
Pagondas as a prominent member, just like the cult of Alkman’s first parthe- 
neion is associated with the genos of the Agiads by virtue of the girl's name 
Agido (and fr. 5 P perhaps with the Eurypontids due to the name Polydoros). 
The references to the excellencies of the parents in the middle of the poem 
are also general. Even if the mention of these influential families in Pindar 
and Alkman may be the poet's indication of the patronage of the song, a sort 
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of sphragis, we know from Pausanias that the children leading the daphne- 
phoric procession had to come from a noble family (9.10.4): 


TODE ye Kal EC EWE ETL yıvönevov olda Ev Or]Bauc- tw ATOAAWVL 
tæ Tounviw nalda otkov TE DOKLUOV kai AUTOV ED LEV ELDOUG, 
EÙ dé Exovra Kai OWpNs, ÍEQÉA évixDotov TOLODOL: ETtiKAT|OIG 
dé EOTLV OL dabvaböoog, otepávovs yàg HVAAWV dabvng 
oQovovy oí nades. 


The following custom is, to my knowledge, still carried out in 
Thebes. A boy of noble family, who is himself both handsome 
and strong, is chosen priest of Ismenian Apollon for a year. He 
is called Laurel-bearer, for the boys wear wreaths of laurel leaves. 
(Transl. Jones/Ormerod) 


It is clear from this description that the boy was acting a generic role char- 
acterised by two qualities, beauty and breeding. Hagesichora and Agido 
were probably cast for their roles on account of the same two qualifica- 
tions. 

In Alkman’s partheneion, Ainesimbrota has a special role. The chorus 
says that it doesn’t bother about Nanno, Areta, Sylakis, Astaphis, Philylla, 
Damareta, or Ianthemis; it is Hagesichora it loves. It says literally: "You will 
not go home to Ainesimbrota and ask, may Astaphis be mine, or may Philylla look 
my way.” It has been claimed that choral poems like the famous partheneion 
were performed in a competition between two choruses, or two halves of 
the chorus, and that Ainesimbrota was the leader of the other team.!? Martin 
West has proposed that Ainesimbrota was some kind of witch who would 
give love mixtures to convince the unwilling heart of a girl, just like the 
pharmakeutria, "mixer of love potions,” in Theokritos’ Second Idyll.” It is, 
however, better to compare her role with Pindar’s Andaisistrota, as Claude 
Calame does, being like her the third person besides the chorus-leader and 
the favourite girl.” The chorus of Pindar’s partheneion explicitly describes 
Andaisistrota as the trainer (v. 71 àv enäoxnoe). 

An-daisi-strota literally means "she who divides the people" (ava-daiw + 
oteatoc).” It is therefore very likely that it is yet another role name that was 
employed by different women in different performances. Ainesi-mbrota means 
"she who praises people" (aivéw + Beotdc), and Timasi-mbrota in fr. 5 P and 
Klesi-mbrota in fr. 4 P have pretty much the same meaning (tiic and KAéw). 
We have seen that the mother of the children (or the daughter) in Pindar's 
second partheneion and the father of the chorus-leader in Alkman fr. 10(b) 
P also have names, which mean something like “praise of the people," Dam- 
aina and Damo-tim-idas respectively. In Alkman’s second largest partheneion, 
fr. 3 P, a person called Asty-meloisa, or "she who cares for the city" (Aotu + 
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uéAw), plays a central role in the ritual, and her role is emphasised further 
with the prepositional phrase kata otoatöv “throughout the people" (v. 
74).3 

It is significant that we have repeatedly more or less the same semantic 
describing either the trainer of the chorus or the parent of the chorus-leader. 
Since the chorus embodies the people as such, the person casting it and 
training it may consequently be called "the one who distributes the honours 
to the people." There can be no doubt that Alkman was in fact conscious 
about the etymological value of the names in question. In fact, in fr. 3 P, he 
even has the chorus glossing Astymeloisa meléma damöi "a delight for the 
people" (v. 74). 

Since the unison voice of the chorus calls Hagesichora its cousin (v. 53 
TAG EMAC àvewuxc), it is likely that the members were somehow related.” 
Another fragment of a partheneion, fr. 10(b) P, has a chorus that consists of 
Dymainai, i.e. female members of the Doric phyle of the Dymanes. Like many 
other Doric cities, Sparta was divided into three so-called phylai, a kind of 
clan that claimed a common origin. If the chorus of the large partheneion 
was recruited in the same way, it could easily claim to be related — “cousins” 
so to speak.” 

A papyrus commentary to a partheneion of Alkman, fr. 11 P, speaks about 
Dymainai and Pitanides. Unfortunately, it is very fragmentary, so it is impos- 
sible to see if the commentator is speaking about one and the same group 
of girls or two different groups. Pitanides means girls from Pitane, one of the 
old Spartan villages (komai); unlike most other Greek cities, the polis of Clas- 
sical Sparta consisted of five independent villages instead of a synoecized 
city, and a town wall was not built until Hellenistic times. Since the “consti- 
tution” of Sparta, the famous rhétra quoted in Plutarch, Vit. Lyc. 6, prescribes 
that the people shall be divided into phylai and öbai, it is generally assumed 
that phylé was a tribal division and obe a geographical division, identical to 
the villages of Sparta.” 

In other words, the Dymainai and the Pitanides belonged to two different 
orders of organisation," One could of course claim that either Alkman or 
his commentator has got it all wrong. On the other hand, the two levels are 
compatible if the öbai and the phylai overlapped, so that each öbe was di- 
vided into three parts according to the three phylai.”® Such a division is a 
commonplace in the Greek world; these kinship subdivisions are called either 
ph(r)atria or patra according to the dialect of the text.” In fr. 5 P, the com- 
mentator does in fact speak about a patra, if the supplement is correct: 
ovA[ucóc x]ooóc (ott) Avpaq[ ... r&]voa Avualvwv “it is a phylé chorus; 
Dyma[ ... a pa]tra of the Dyma[nes.” 

A probable scenario is that the single pieces of choral lyric were re-per- 
formed by a certain patra in connection with a certain festival. Each year 
group of a patra probably formed a club, a thiasos.” These thiasoi rehearsed 
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and performed the traditional songs generation after generation until Hel- 
lenistic times. Taking the broad range of possible re-occurring festivals and 
the number of patrai (15? 27?) into consideration, it is not surprising that the 
Hellenistic philologists were able to collect at least two papyrus rolls with 
maiden songs ascribed to Alkman (in all ca. 20-25 songs). It is not, however, 
self-evident that each patra had equal access to all festivals. Some festivals 
were perhaps reserved for a certain lineage. It is remarkable that all known 
references to a phylé in Alkman mention the Dymanes. There are also other 
indications that this phyle was traditionally associated with cult practice.?! 

The Dymainai chorus of fr. 10(b) P was led by a male chorus-leader with 
the name Hagesidamos. The similarity with the name Hagesichora is prob- 
ably not a coincidence. Names with Hagesi- were known in the Agiad house 
in the Archaic age, so Alkman may have constructed role names with this 
verb in order to mark them as belonging to this family. Aristotle says that 
Alkman was originally a slave of Agesidas, but was set free because of his 
talents (Politeia Lakonon, fr. 611.9 Rose); Agesidas is possibly a corruption of 
the name Hagesidamos occurring in fr. 10(b) P.? This tradition may point to 
a dependence of Alkman on the Agiad dynasty, and it may be derived from 
a misunderstanding or over-interpretation of some parts of Alkman's po- 
etry, where a chorus expresses its affection for its leader.? 

However, the Agiads belonged to the phyle of the Hylleis, since they 
claimed to be descendants of Herakles' adoptive son Hyllos. In other words, 
if Hagesidamos is Agiad, we have a man from the Hylleis phylé leading a 
chorus of girls from the Dymanes phyle. In fr. 1 P, on the other hand, the 
chorus and their female leader belong to the same phyle. Since the relation 
between chorus and leader must be different in the two cases anyway because 
of the different sex, the difference in phyle is not so surprising after all. The 
phyle of the Hylleis seems to have been associated with the ruling dass 27 
The combination of dancing Dymainai and a leading Hylles corresponds to 
this division of the roles. 

According to Pausanias, the royal tombs of the Agiads were situated in 
the köme of Pitane (3.14.2), whereas the tombs of the Eurypontids were lo- 
cated in the komé of Kynosura (3.12.8). It would perhaps not be too audacious, 
then, to assume a link between the Agiad house and the öbe of Pitane. Alk- 
man's own grave monument was situated in the same part of the city as well 
(3.15.3), near the Dromos, where, still according to Pausanias, young men 
competed, and near Platanistas, where the race of the young girls in Theokri- 
tos' Idyll 18 seems to be situated. Claude Calame thinks that the same ritu- 
al was the occasion of Alkman’s first partheneion as well.? In other words, 
fr. 1 P was meant to be performed by girls belonging to the Hylleis patra of 
the Pitane obe. The poem was re-performed year after year by new girls, who 
played fixed roles in the group and in the ritual. One of the girls was ap- 
pointed the leader of the chorus and carried the name "Hagesichora." An- 
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other girl obtained the role of the beautiful number two, and she was called 
"Agido." There was also a third girl, "Ainesimbrota," possibly one from an 
older year group, who assumed the role of the trainer and divided the parts 
between the girls. 

The only external testimony to the transmission of Alkman's poetry is 
found in the Deipnosophistai of Athenaios. It is a quotation of the Lakonian 
historian Sosibios (15, 6785* = FGrH 595 F 5): 


Oveeatikot oútw KaAovvraL tives otebavor TARA 
Aaxedauuoviors, c ort Xooípioc Ev tois Iegi Ovotcov, 
VıAivovs avtovc páokwv vov óvopáCeoO0au Ovtac èk 
dowikwv’ péos d AVTOUS oróuvnpa TIS £v Ovoéa yevouévr]c 
VIKNS TOUS rtoootázac t&v cyopnévov xooov EV tr] ZOO 
TAUTH, OTE xai TAS Tvupvortatdiac éruveAoUotv. ogol ð’ eioiv 
y^ 6 HEV TIQdGW Traldwv, <ó Ò’ èk SEELOV yegóvtwv,> OO &E 
KELOT<EE>OD AVOOWV, YULLVWV OEXOVLLEVWV Kal ADOVTWV 
Oadnta kai AAkpavoc AouaTa Kal roue ALOVLOOÖOTOU TOU 
AQKWVOG TTALAVAC. 


Thyreatikoi. This is the name of some wreaths among the Spar- 
tans, as it is told in Sosibios, On cult. He says that they are now 
called psilinoi, because they are made of palm leaves. In com- 
memoration of the victory at Thyrea, they are carried by the 
leaders of the choruses that are held in the festival, when they 
are also celebrating the Gymnopaidiai. There are three choruses: 
in the front one of boys, <to the right one of old men,> and to 
the left one of men, who are dancing naked and singing the 
lyrics of Thaletas and Alkman and the paeans of Dionysodotos 
the Lakonian. 


Starting from this fragment of Sosibios, the establishment of the choruses is 
dated to the year of the victory at Thyrea in 546 B.C. Since this date is later 
than all conventional estimations of Alkman’s lifetime, he could not possibly 
have written the poems specifically for the festival in question. It would have 
to be a poem written for some other occasion, but revived at a later time.” It 
is, however, not the Gymnopaidiai as such that were instituted after the vic- 
tory at Thyrea, but only a minor festival, if one reads Athenaios' summary of 
Sosibios closely. The name of this festival was probably Parparonia.” The 
Gymnopaidiai were most likely celebrated in commemoration of another 
battle between Sparta and Argos over the same piece of land, namely the 
battle at Hysiai in 669 B.C. In other words, there is nothing that speaks 
against the conclusion that Alkman composed songs for choruses participat- 
ing in the Gymnopaidiai, a central festival in the initiation cycle of the boys. 
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I assume that Alkman’s poetry was transmitted inside the cultic context 
for centuries, until it was collected in the third or second century B.C. and 
published in a scholarly edition in Alexandria. It is normally believed that 
the poems of Alkman were written down by the poet himself or at least in 
his own lifetime, and that this hypothetical proto-edition circulated in the 
Greek world in the Archaic and Classical ages, until the poems were reed- 
ited in an orthographically and typographically up-to-date version in the 
Hellenistic age. There are virtually no sources supporting this hypothesis. 
The main arguments are the sophistication of the texts and the incorrupt 
transmission. Thus, John Herington writes in his Poetry into Drama: 


“The archaic Greek song culture differed most radically from 
the song cultures of Appalachia, or of most others known to 
history, in this: although its performances were universally oral, 
it rested on a firm substructure of carefully meditated written 
texts. Only the existence of texts can account for its astounding 
sophistication, refinement, and variety and also for the transmis- 
sion and preservation of its songs in reasonably uncorrupt 
form.” 


However, sophistication and literacy are not co-dependent. Both the Iranian 
Avesta and the Indian Rigveda have been composed and transmitted for more 
than thousand years without a written text. This picture is simply anachro- 
nistic and ethnocentric. As to the uncorrupt transmission, we have really no 
proof that the extant fragments of Alkman have come to us in an unaltered 
form. On the contrary, the linguistic peculiarities of the text of the Egyptian 
papyri and of many quotations occurring in later Greek authors, suggest 
that the Hellenistic text reflects a fourth-century pronunciation rather than 
a seventh-century orthography. 

As a matter of fact, the poetry of Alkman was almost unknown outside 
of Sparta until the Hellenistic age. It is striking that Plato does not mention 
Alkman at all, even though he speaks about Lakonian poetry in great length 
in the second book of the Laws. He only refers to Tyrtaios, the elegiac poet, 
who composed exhortative songs during the Messenian wars; Plato says that 
because of its militaristic constitution Sparta has not been able to produce 
any beautiful songs." This unfair judgement is only possible if Plato was 
totally unaware of the sweet muse of Alkman. There is nothing militaristic 
about his partheneions. 

There are, nevertheless, some poems that seem to have been known out- 
side of Sparta already in the Classical period. They are characterised by 
another linguistic surface than the one seen in Egyptian papyri and in most 
quotations. To my mind, this is an evident indication of a different transmis- 
sion. This small group of poems has no local dialect features at all. It has for 
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instance 0 and ov, where the main transmission shows Lakonian o and w. 
Both traditions have the Doric a, but this feature is the rule not only in Pin- 
dar, but also in the choral lyric of Attic drama.*! One such poem is a fragment 
consisting of four hexameter verses (fr. 26 P): 


ov H čt, rapdevıral ueAcyágvec teoócovor 
yula dégetv dvvatav Bare ð BáAe KNEVAOS einv, 
óc T éri KUUATOS &vOoc OU AAKLÖVEOOL TTOTNTAL 
vrA£&c NTOQ EXWV, AALTTOEDUVEOG ELAQOS DEVIC. 


Honey-singing holy-voiced girls, no longer can my limbs carry 
me. If only I were a kerylos, that flies over the top of the waves 
together with the halcyons, with a strong heart, a sea-blue bird 
of the spring.” 


It is alluded to in Aristophanes’ Birds, without the name of the author, but the 
similarity between the verses makes the allusion certain (Av. 298-300). Among 
the fragments of Alkman that were quoted in later authors, there are other 
dactylic hexameters (fr. 28, 77, 80, 107 P), whereas hexameters are totally 
absent in the fragments transmitted in the Egyptian papyri. This discrepancy 
suggests that the papyri do not represent the Alkman corpus equally. They 
contain primarily ordinary choral lyric poems, which are characterised by 
varying metres as part of larger stanzas. It cannot be excluded, of course, that 
the four hexameters of fr. 26 P were combined with lines of another type in 
the original poem, but it would be atypical, to say the least. Thus, the metre 
points to another type of poetry than the one represented by the partheneions. 

Another fragment, which is transmitted in a non-Lakonian form, is fr. 98 
E: 


Ooívauc dé xai Ev HLAOOLOLV 
AVOLEIWV NAQA dALTLUÖVEOOL TIQETTEL NALIVA KATAQXELV 


At the meals and at the banquets of the mess, among the guests, 
it is time to begin the paean. 


This is found in the Geography of Strabon in a context where he quotes the 
historian Ephoros (10.4.18 = FGrH 70 F 149). Ephoros writes in the middle 
of the fourth century B.C., so the fragment is older than the Hellenistic edi- 
tion of Alkman. According to my analysis, it therefore belongs to the limited 
group of poems exported already in Classical times. Like fr. 26 P, it has 0 
and et instead of the Lakonian o and n. 

In a description of the Lakonian sacrificial meals, Herodotos uses the 
exact same word for the participants as does the Alkman fragment, namely 
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daitymon.? It is common in the Odyssey, too, where it is used, among other 
things, of the dinner guests of Menelaos in Sparta (4.621), and it is not rare 
in prose either. It is, however, remarkable that Herodotos has put it in the 
exact same epic form as Alkman, daitymonessi. It may be a reminiscence of 
this verse.“ The scene of Alkman fr. 98 P is some kind of cultic meal in a 
ritual society, described with words thoiné and thiasos; it says that it is time 
to begin a paean, but it is probably not a paean itself. 

A work of choral lyric is not just a text and a melody, but also a complex 
dramatic dance, and so it is not so easily exported. A poem like the famous 
Partheneion of Alkman could, of course, be performed by one person, but 
the implicit references are almost unintelligible without the dance and the 
ritual context to make the roles clear. It is therefore, I think, no coincidence 
that the partheneions did not reach a larger public in the Classical period 
and were not submitted to writing until the Hellenistic age when they were 
studied by an esoteric group of learned philologists. The poems that were 
in fact "exported" to other areas in Classical times, were different. They were 
more accessible; the text was not full of arcane references to a specific cult. 
They were composed for a different performance and a different forum. 

The hexameter is normally meant for solo performances, typically ac- 
companied by the lyre, what is also called kitharöidia. One particular type of 
poem performed by a kitharöidos is the prooimion, “prelude.”*° The so-called 
Homeric hymns were called prooimia in Classical times (Thuc. 3.104.4-5 of 
the Apollon Hymn), and they were probably meant as an introduction to a 
choral performance. According to the interpretation of fr. 26 P in Antigonos 
of Karystos, the poet expresses his concern that he cannot follow the move- 
ments of the chorus actively anymore.^6 It was probably an independent 
kitharodic introduction to a partheneion, in which the poet spoke in his own 
voice and introduced the chorus. 

In the same way, fr. 98 P presents itself as a prooimion of a paean that was 
performed during a sacrificial meal. One important forum for the distribu- 
tion of poetry in antiquity was without doubt the symposium. It was common 
that a virtuoso, accompanied by the kithara, sang a piece of music either 
from his own production or one of the more famous poems. Sparta had the 
institution of the syssition, during which the men ate together. We know from 
Philochoros that at their meals the Spartans used to present pieces of Tyrtaios 
by turns (Athen. 14, 630e-f - FGrH 328 F 216): 


PuUoxogoc dé ow kpatroavras Aakedaıuoviovg Meconviwv 
Ou TrHV Tvetaiov oteatnyiav £v tais oteatetaic £Ooc 
romoaodaı, AV SELMVOTIONOWVTAL KAL TTALWVIOWOLV, ADELV 
kað’ Eva «và» Tvetatov: Ketvetv dé TOV TTOAEUAEXOV Kal 
&OAov ÕÖÓVAL TH VIK@VTL koéac. 
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Philochoros says that after having conquered the Messenians 
under the command of Tyrtaios, the Spartans introduced the 
habit that whenever they had dinner and sang paeans they 
would sing Tyrtaios’ pieces in turn. The polemarch would be 
the judge and give meat as a prize to the winner. 


The fame of Tyrtaios’ poetry outside of Sparta already in the Classical age 
is without doubt due to the fact that elegy was easily transferred from sys- 
sition to symposium. If certain pieces of Alkman were performed at the 
syssitia, they were possibly picked up by other Greeks as well. These frag- 
ments were performed in a neutral Greek and eventually written down in 
this form (just like the fragments of Tyrtaios, which are in Ionic). 

Most of Alkman's poems consisted of choral lyric which was bound to 
its cultic context until it was eventually "discovered" by the Hellenistic 
philologists and published according to the contemporary living perfor- 
mance. The choral hymns were inaccessible because of the many implicit 
references to the cultic situation and therefore less suitable for a performance 
outside of this context. The fragmentary nature of the extant texts has of 
course not made comprehension of the poems any easier. Even the largest 
fragment of them all, fr. 1 P, poses more questions than it answers, and in 
spite of more than 150 years of scholarship, what is going on and who is 
who is still a matter of debate. The rich commentaries in the margin of the 
papyrus itself and in the independent papyrus commentary P.Oxy. 2389 show 
that the task was no less complicated for the Hellenistic scholars, even if they 
were able to read the whole text. As a matter of fact, the text of this poetry 
would only appeal to antiquarians and philologists with a keen interest in 
Lakonian history or language, and it was never part of the common sylla- 
bus. 

Several of the extant fragments are quoted in the Deipnosophistai of Athe- 
naios (ca. A.D. 200). He has probably not collected the verses himself, but 
relies on quotations found in older handbooks. Sometimes he is explicit 
about his sources, as at 3, 114f ( fr. 94 P): 


alè nag AAkuavı Hpidartokaı Aeyópevat AL AVTAL eiot TALC 
Artıkais Ooibaktvauc. AEyELdE OUTS ó AAkuav 'Opibakiokac 
TE Kal kotpacvoxcooc'. LwotBioc 5’ £v y' regt AAkuavog Koıßavas 
(not AéyeoO0au MAAKOVVTAS TLVAS TH OXNMATL HACTOEIDEIG. 


The (cakes) called thrikadiskai by Alkman are the same as the 
Attic thridakinai. Alkman says 'thridakiskai and kribanötoi’. Sosi- 
bios says in On Alkman, Book 3, that kribanai are a kind of breast- 
shaped cake. 
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He returns to the same matter later (14, 646a): 


Koıßavas TÄAKODVTAG Tivas ÖVOUAOTIK@G ATTOAAOdWOEOG TAQ’ 
AAxuavı. ópoícc Kal Lwoißiog Ev y' "eo AAkuavog, TH 
OXNUATL UAOTOELWELS eivat DAOKWV AVTOUG, XEN0daıd AVTOIC 
AAKWVAG TIQOG TAG TWV YUVALKMV EOTLAGELC, TEQLDEQELV T’ 
QAUTOUG, Ótav UEAAWOLV AdELV TO TTAQEOKEVAOHEVOV EYKWULOV 
THS TAQODEVOV AL EV TA) XOQW AKOAOVOOL 


Kribanai is the name of some sort of cake in Alkman according 
to Apollodoros. Similarly Sosibios in On Alkman, Book 3, saying 
that they are breast-shaped, and that the Lakonians use them at 
the festivals of the women, carrying them around, when the 
attendants in the chorus are going to sing the hymn they have 
prepared for the girl.“ 


Sosibios is mentioned as an authority in connection with two other quota- 
tions of Alkman, at 3, 81f (= fr. 100 P), about the quince, and at 14, 648b (= 
fr. 96 P), about a ritual muesli. There is a handful of other fragments concern- 
ing ritual meals, which may very well have come from the same source, even 
though Sosibios is not mentioned in the context, e.g. 3, 100f (= fr. 19 P): 


HAKWVLAV d &oxov uvnuoveúei AAKUAV EV TW E OUTWG' 
^kAtvat LEV ETITA Kal xócat TEATTEOdAL HAKWVLÄV AQTWV 
ETUOTEDOLDAL Aivw TE VACAUW TE KTV TTEALXVALS TTEDEOTL 
xXovooKdAAa<c>’ Gott <dE> Pocpéiov LX HEALTOG Kal Alvov. 


Poppy-seed breads are mentioned by Alkman in Book 5: ‘Seven 
couches and seven tables groaned with poppy-seed breads, lin- 
seed and sesame, and there is gold-solder in the bowls.' It is a 
dish made of honey and linseed. 


We have the same metre as in fr. 96 P (catalectic iambic trimeter), and the 
two fragments may very well have come from one and the same hymn.? 
Sosibios is probably to be dated around 200 B.C.°° Apparently, he wrote 
a treatise on Alkman in at least three books (and probably many more, if it 
was a running commentary). The excerpts explain implicit references to 
rituals in Alkman’s poetry. In other words, the Lakonian scholar refers to the 
"esoteric" choral hymns of Alkman, which were unknown outside of Spar- 
ta in the Classical age and virtually incomprehensible without a commentary. 
It is therefore extremely interesting that the linguistic surface of these quota- 
tions is perfectly Lakonian. It happens to be apparent only in fr. 94 P 
(koiBacvccoc?!) and 19 P (eruotebotoau = -ovoaı, TeaTtéodat= -C-, Aivw and 
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cao = Ou. TTEDEOTL = UET-). What is more, fr. 19 P is quoted with refer- 
ence to the book in which it appears, which is a clear proof that a proper 
edition with a fixed order of the poems existed at the time of the quota- 
tion. 

Athenaios' excerpts from Sosibios' Peri Alkmanos are probably the earliest 
indirect testimony to the Hellenistic edition of Alkman. As we have seen, 
the few older quotations originate from an independent transmission of a 
minor group of easily accessible poems. In the third century, someone took 
on the task of editing something like the "Complete Works of Alkman" in 
six volumes, including approximately 60 cult hymns that had previously 
been unknown to the reading public.? One may only guess what the impe- 
tus for this edition was. Under the reign of Agis IV (ca. 244-241 B.C.) and 
Kleomenes III (ca. 235-222 B.C.), Sparta experienced some kind of renaissance 
during which old institutions were revitalised. The edition of the choral lyr- 
ics may very well have been part of this programme, an attempt to erect an 
eternal monument in memory of the golden age of Sparta and, at the same 
time, to codify the ritual choruses, which were considered indispensable for 
the famous Spartan agogé and, by consequence, for the establishment of civic 
identity. 

The choral lyric of Alkman was not ephemeral literature that happened 
to be preserved because of its beauty. It was tied to its cultic context and 
remained in it throughout the Classical period. Except for a limited number 
of poems known outside of Sparta in the Classical age that were primarily 
poems that could be performed by kitharöidoi in the context of the sympo- 
sium, the poems were not written down until the Hellenistic age but were 
transmitted in uninterrupted re-performance by the Spartan youth. 

Alkman's poetry was not meant for one occasion. The personal names 
occurring in the partheneions are not historical persons, but roles, which 
new girls took upon them generation after generation. The same holds true, 
it seems, for the partheneions of Pindar. The partheneions were performed 
by groups of girls coming from specific tribes and families. The political 
division in phylai and öbai played a central role in the formation of these 
groups since the choruses marked the integration of the youth into the civic 
structure. The partheneions remained the property of the kinship groups 
until they were eventually collected and submitted to writing in the third 
century B.C. 
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Suda, s.v. (= TB1 Davies): éyeawe BıßAta SE. uéAn Kai KoAvußwoag "He wrote 
six books of melic poetry and (including?) the Kolymbösai.” 

The fragments count ca. 3,745 syllables. The total of six books would have been 
ca. 7,800 verses or ca. 117,000 syllables. In the papyri we have ca. 602 verses 
(7.7%), but, due to the bad preservation of the lines, only ca. 1,985 syllables 
(1.7%); the quotations include ca. 181 total or partial verses (2.3%) and ca. 1,898 
syllables (1.6%). Only ca. 116 syllables are preserved in both quotations and 
papyri. Cf. Hinge 2006, 314-6. 

The most thorough study of the partheneions is Calame 1977, to which I am 
of course indebted. 

P.Louvr. E 3320, first century B.C. = fr. 1 P. The papyrus preserves three columns 
or 101 verses. Of the fourth column, only a coronis is visible, which indicates 
that the poem ended after another four verses. If the poem was indeed the first 
poem of the collection (or at least of the papyrus), it probably had 10 stanzas 
of 14 verses each; this, however, is anything but certain (cf. the editions of 
Davies (1991) and Calame (1983)). 

Throughout the present article, the text of Alcman is printed according to the 
orthography found in the manuscripts, not in the reconstructed versions found 
in the standard editions of Page (1962), Davies (1991) and Calame (1983), which 
tend to exaggerate the dialect features of the text. The fragments are identified 
with the numbers found in Page 1962 (followed by Campbell 1988 and Davies 
1991). 

Linguistically, it is more straightforward to take "ep Ayıdw as a preposi- 
tional phrase, i.e. "she runs after Agido" (as is done by most scholars: Page 
1951, 48; West 1965, 196-7; Puelma 1977, 29-32; Campbell 1988, 365; Pavese 1992, 
65-6). In the context of the poem, however, it is not comfortable if Hagesichora 
takes the second place. It is therefore more attractive to interpret Ayıöw as the 
subject (together with & dé devtéga) and to take med’ with the verb in tmesis 
(cf. Calame 1977, vol. 2, 71 n. 50; 1983, 330). Since the nominative and accusa- 
tive of the ö-stems were kept apart in Dorian vase inscriptions (-OI: -O = -wı: 
-& « IE *-öy: *-oym; cf. Wachter 2001, 254), there would probably have been no 
danger of misunderstanding the phrase in spite of the unusual word order (the 
papyrus has in fact &yióc but the iota has been struck out). Cf. Hinge 2006, 
161-2. 

Vv. 98-99 àvz[i d Evdeka] Tatdwyv dex[ac Op aelöleı "instead of eleven girls 
this group of ten is singing"; supplemented by Wilamowitz and Blass in ac- 
cordance with the scholion: AAAA Gu TO TOV XOQOV OTE LEV EE ta’ rtagOévcv 
OtE dé Ex v" or)(oiv) oov TY XoonyoOv Ertaıvwv àvai ta’ Ou U "but because 
the chorus (consists) sometimes of 11, sometimes of 10 girls. So he says, prais- 
ing the chorus-leader, that 10 are singing instead of 11." 

Nagy 1990a, 345-70. 
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Nagy 1979, 296-7; 1990a, 47. Since the noun *foddc (< IE *(h,)wodös, related to 
avon < *h,(e)udeh,) is otherwise unknown, it is probably more safe to analyse 
'Hoí-oóoc as "he who wants a journey" (int / Avdavw + 6865), referring to 
Hesiod's one and only journey to Euboia to challenge Homer, cf. also Etym. 
Magn. s.v.: Óó THY alolav óðòv rTogevouevog "he who makes the auspicious 
journey" (apparently taking How- as aloıog, cf. the “Aeolic” variant Aicíoóoc 
in Herodian, Peri pathon 2.362). 

Cf. Sch. Il. 2.494 érí0ecav ot rAeioxoL t&v "OAI TTEOANTTTIKWG TAG 
ovouaolag toic nawiv, Och cv éueAAov OL nades ETLTNSEVELV TEAYUATWV 
“Most ancient people gave names to their children in anticipation of what the 
children would later pursue." It is, on the other hand, a matter of faith if one 
prefers to ascribe the etymology of the name of Jesus to luck, vaticinium ex 
eventu or divine providence (Hebr. J*osu*' = “JHWH saves": Matt. 1.21 with 
Philon, Peri ton metonomazomenön 121: Trjcovc dé owtngia Kvglov “Jesus means 
‘the salvation of the Lord’”; cf. also Ps. 20.7; 118.25). 

Fraser & Matthews 1997. 

Puelma 1977, 25. 

Cf. also Pavese 1992, 51-2 (who thinks that the choragos is neither Hagesichora 
nor Agido): "che la ragazza lodata si chiamasse Hagesichora e casuale e nulla 
ha a fare con la sua presente attività corale." 

Calame 2000, 246-52, is aware of the expressivity of the names of the eleven 
girls, but he argues that the poet just explores the etymological potential of the 
actual names given to the girls in early childhood. 

Cf. Hermesianax fr. 7 Powell, v. 37. Classical writers quote several elegiacs from 
Mimnermos' collection Nanno, even if none of the extant verses include the 
name Nanno (= fr. 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 24 West). 

Hippiatrica Berolinensia 50.1, 50.2, 73.1. 

Harvey 1967; Schneider 1985. Suda s.v. (TA12 Davies): ñv ó& mt ts Kl 
OAvuruadog, BaciAevovtoc Avócv Apdvog, tov AAvattov rratoög "He lived 
in the 27^ Olympiad De 672-668 B.C.], when Ardys, the father of Alyattes, was 
king of the Lydians"; Euseb. Chron. s. Ol. 42.4 (TA13 Davies): Alcman, ut quibus- 
dam videtur, agnoscitur "(in the fourth year of the 42^ Olympiad [i.e. 609/8]), 
Alkman is recognised according to some.” 

Cf. La-botas, La-chares, La-krates. 

Kukula 1907, 212. 

West 1965, 199-200; Puelma 1977, 40-1. 

Calame 1977, vol. 2, 95-7. 

In Pindar, stratos normally has the meaning “people” (also Alkman fr. 3 P, v. 73). 
Calame 1977, vol. 2, 105-6. For the meaning of the name and the role of As- 
tymeloisa, see Peponi 2007, 356. 

Page 1951, 67-8. 

Calame 1977, vol. 2, 84-5. 

Accordingly, in IG 5(1).26 (24/1 cent. B.C.), Amyklai, according to Pausanias 
a kome, "village" (3.19.6), is called an obe. Later, in the victory dedications of 
the Imperial age, phyle and obe are used indiscriminately. 

Calame 1977, vol. 1, 382-3. 

Forrest 1968, 42-6. 


29 


30 


31 


32 
33 


34 
35 
36 


37 


38 


39 
40 


Cultic Persona and the Transmission of the Partheneions 233 


Att. ph(r)atria, Ion. phretria is derived from the IE word for “brother,” whereas 
Doric patra is of course derived from pater “father.” In a context where he speaks 
about the conditions in Sparta, Aristotle makes this general remark (Pol. 2, 
1264a.6-8): oo yap dvvrjoetau ur] ueoíCcv AUTA Kai xcoí(Cov roMoaL thv 
TCOALV, TA HEV EIS OuOOtru TA DE eic paroias kai pvAác "It would be impos- 
sible to construct the state (of Plato) without dividing things partly into syssitia 
and partly into phratriai and phylai”. 

The word is here taken in its modern, general sense. It is not implied that these 
year group clubs were in fact called thiasoi in seventh-century Sparta. Alkman 
uses the word once (fr. 98 P) of the clubs of the syssitia; see below. 

Nagy 1990b, 276-93: the Dymanes, Hylleis and Pamphyloi correspond to Du- 
mézil's three functions of the sovereign, the warrior and the peasant, most 
explicitly in a fourth-century lex sacra from Kos (ICos 140): Obovraı Kata 
QvAác, ó uèv tov 'YAAÉécv Taga tò 'HoáxkAetov, 6 dé tov Avuávwv TAQA 
ta Ava&í(Aea, 0 dé tav IIlapovAéov Ev Eitéa TaQa tò Aanartpıov "They 
practise their cult according to phylai, the Hylleis in the Heakleion, the Dymanes 
in the Anaxilea and the Pamphyloi in the Demetrion of Eitea.” A similar ficti- 
tious kinship division is attested for the Scythians, cf. Hinge 2003. 

Huxley 1974. 

Cf. also the tradition, allegedly going back to Archytas (in Athenaios 13.600f), 
that Alkman was excessively in love with Megalostrata, which is most prob- 
ably based on an inadequate reading of a choral song in which the chorus 
expressed its affection for its leader (cf. Calame 1977, vol. 1, 434-5, vol. 2, 93-4). 
Archytas has certainly not read the whole chorus song, whether fr. 59(b) P was 
the first lines of it or, better, an independent prooimion introducing the chorus 
and its leader (see below); otherwise, he would have understood that the poet 
referred to the sentiments of the chorus. The verses were probably quoted 
outside of their original context as a refrain in the symposium, which is sup- 
ported by the fact that the linguistic form is neutral Doric (Movoav, rtag0évov), 
not Lakonian (Mwoav, Tagoévwv). 

Nagy 1990b, 283-4. 

Calame 1977. 

It must be what Herington (1985, 25-6) has in mind when he claims that the 
re-performance mentioned in Athenaios was done “in memory of the great 
Spartan victory over the Argives in the battle of Thyrea (datable to about 546 
B.C.).” He does not, however, comment on the anachronism. 

Bolte 1929, 130-2. Cf. Choiroboskos 1.297; Hesych s.v. Ilaortaoog; IG 5(1).213.63 
(5 century B.C.). Jacoby (1955, comm. 646-7 + not. 373-4) argues that Athenaios 
has confused the two festivals, and that in Sosibios' lost version the subordinate 
clause öte kai etc. described the Parparonia and not the Gymnopaidiai. 
Wade-Gery 1949. Since the different battles over Thyrea / Kynuria may be seen 
as a series of ritual wars (cf. Brelich 1961, 22-34), the Parparonia and the Gym- 
nopaidiai had the same occasion, and there would no reason to separate 
them. 

Herington 1985, 41. 

Leg. 2, 666d-7a. He has a quotation of Tyrtaios in the first book (Leg. 1, 629a-630b 
- Tyrt. fr. 12 West). 
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There are some examples of n in the quotations of Alkman (but not in the 
papyri); see Hinge 2004; 2006, 7-16. 

elaoog devic "bird of the spring" has in all editions been emended to iagòs 
devic "holy bird," but see Giangrande 1971, 102-5; Hinge 1997, 44-5; 2006, 
16-7. 

Hist. 6.57.1: Hv Ovoin tig ÖNUOTEANS nonta, rtocovuc Ertl TO deirtvov (Cet 
roue BaciAéac, Kal &rtó TOUTWV TEWTWV &oxeoOat Dt venovras 
EKATEEw TA TAVTA T] TOLOL AAAoıcı daıtvuoveoor “Whenever there is a pub- 
lic sacrifice, the kings are the first to sit down to the banquet and to be served, 
and each of them gets the double of what is given to the rest of the dinner 
guests". Cf. Rosen 1962, 92: "Hdt. stimmt mit Homer im Ausschluß des Sg. aus 
diesem Substantiv überein, daher ist auch eine Anpassung an die allein im 
Hexameter zulässige Dat. pl.-Form daıtvuövecon (x 12 u.ö.) nicht ausgeschlos- 
sen". 

Schwyzer 1939, 564 n. 1. At Hist. 4.8 HoaxA&a ‘éAavvovta tac lriovóvao 
póac' àruxécOau ès yv TAUTHV £ovoav GOUT “Herakles, driving the kine 
of Geryones, came to this land, which was desolate", Herodotos makes a sim- 
ilar morphological allusion to Stesichoros (rather than Pindar); see Hinge 2004, 
307-310. 

Herington 1985, 22-4; Nagy 1990a, 353-60. 

Antig., Mirab. 23: pnoiv yàg A0devns wv dix TO yeas kai tois xoooic oo 
OUVALEVOS ovuneoupéoecOat OVSE TH viv rag0évov OEXNOEL "He says that 
being weak because of his old age, he cannot carry himself round along with 
the choruses and the dance of the girls." 

Vestrheim 2004, 13-5. Calame (1983, 472) rejects the interpretation of Antigonos 
because Alkman is normally referred to in the third person (cf. 16, 17, 39, 95(b) 
P); this argumentation presupposes that all fragments ascribed to Alkman were 
in fact meant for performance by a chorus. 

ns rtaoOévov “the girl" is probably not a goddess, but a girl praised by the 
chorus; cf. Calame 1977, vol. 2, 113-4. 

Von der Muehll 1951, 212-3. 

In Suda he is identified with Sosibios ó Autucdc, who was, according to Athen. 
11, 493e-f, contemporaneous with Ptolemy Philadelphos (i.e. 288-246 B.C.); this 
is, however, doubtful. Sosibios the Lakonian must be later than the Olympi- 
onikai of Timaios (ca. 350-260 B.C.), which he uses, but earlier than Apollodoros 
of Athens (ca. 180-120 B.C.), who, on the other hand, uses the works of Sosibios. 
Cf. Jacoby 1955, text 635-6 + comm. 368-9. 

Cod. oe: the juxtaposition with Ogibaíokac makes it certain that it should be 
an accusative plural, and the corruption -óc < -wc is far more probable than 
-ÓG < -obc. 

If we estimate that each book contained ca. 1300 lines (i.e. 35-40 columns) and 
that the average length of the hymns ca. 130 verses, see Hinge 2006, 314-7. 
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abaton 70 

Achaian dedication 
(Olympia) 136-7, 139, 
156, 168 n. 41 

Achilleus 137, 150, 170 
n. 60 

Ada 135 

Agasikles 220 

Agesidas 223 

Agiads 217-8, 220, 223 

Agido 215-8, 220-1, 224, 
231 n. 6, 232 n. 13 

Agis IV 230 

Aigina 56 

Ainesimbrota 216-7, 221, 
224 

Akropolis 78, 166 n. 16 

Akropolis, south slope 
55, 59 n. 1, 60 n. 4, 67, 
80, 82, 84 ns. 28, 30, 91, 
112 

Akropolis limestone 93 

Akropolis rock 
(Akropolisfelsen) 70, 
72, 92-3, 108, 116 

AxponoAitng Aldoc 93, 
102, 104, 111, 116 n. 23 

Alexander Doryphoros 
148-51, 173 n. 88 

Alexander fresco 
(Pompeii) 151 

Alexander I 154 

Alexander the Great 125- 
6, 128-30, 132, 136, 
138, 140, 142-3, 145, 
148-51, 167 n. 22, 


Index 


169-70 n. 60, 170-1 n. 63, 
175 n. 122 

Alkman 215, 217-30, 232 
ns. 17, 22, 233 ns. 30, 33, 
234 ns. 41, 47 

altar 29-35, 36 ns. 6-8, 37 
ns. 13, 15, 38 ns. 25-6, 39- 
49, 51 ns. 2, 14-5, 52 
n. 16, 59 n. 3 

altar of the Asklepieion 
(Athens) 67-8, 70-8, 
80-2, 84 ns. 28, 30, 85 
n. 31, 91-2, 103, 112, 
113n.5 

altar of Zeus (Olympia) 
163 

Altis 126, 128, 133, 139, 
148, 153 

Amynos 69 

Amyntas 126, 140, 143, 
151 

analemma (Theatre of 
Dionysos, Athens) 92, 
104, 108-9, 111, 116 
n. 21, 118 n. 39 

ancester cult 176 n. 131 

Andaisistrota 220-1 

animal/s 29-35, 36 ns. 6, 8, 
37 ns. 13, 16-7, 39, 41-2, 
44-5, 47, 51 ns. 14-5 

animal sacrifice 29-35 

anthropology 15, 21, 195- 
6, 200, 202, 209, 209 
n.3 


Antigonos 
Monophthalmos 125, 
178 n. 154 

Antigonos of Karystos 
227, 234 n. 47 

Antiochos III 145 

Antiphon 103 

Apelles 125-6 

Aphrodite Euploia 158 

Aphrodite Kallipygos 
176 n. 139 

Apollon 32, 39-40, 47-8, 
57-8, 61 ns. 16-8, 137, 
161, 164, 166 n. 16, 
166-7 n. 19, 169 n. 58, 
174 n. 118, 177 n. 147, 
196, 200, 208, 219, 221, 
227 

Apollon-cult 61 n. 18 

Apollonis 145 

apoptygma 144 

archaeology 13, 18-20, 
128, 136, 143, 167 n. 22, 
200-4 

Archeas 103 

archon/s 74, 84 n. 16, 114 
n. 14 

archon basileus 68 

Archytas 233 n. 33 

Areta 216-8, 221 

Argead/s 126, 128-9, 136, 
138-40, 143, 145, 150-5, 
160-3, 169 n. 57, 170 
n. 65 
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Argive dedication 
(Delphi) 136-7, 168 
n. 41 

Argos 138, 174 n. 117, 224 

Ariarthes V 145 

Aristarchos 153 

Aristeides 58 

Aristophanes 56-7, 226 

Aristotle 137, 168 n. 44, 
217, 223, 233 n. 29 

Aristoxenos 197 

Artemis 32, 39-40, 43, 
46-7, 51 n. 10, 52 n. 16, 
145, 169 n. 58 

Artemis Bendis, see 
Bendis 

Artemision, see Temple 
of Artemis (Ephesos) 

Asklepieia, festival 68 

Asklepieion (Athens) 
67-8, 70-1, 75-6, 78, 
80-1, 83 n. 4, 84 ns. 24, 
28, 85 n. 43, 91-2, 95, 
100, 103-6, 108-11, 113 
ns. 1,3, 114 n. 14, 114-5 
n. 15, 115-6 ns. 18-9, 116 
ns. 21-2, 116-7 n. 23, 117 
n. 34, 117-8 n. 37, 118 
n. 39, 167 n. 19 

Asklepieion (Cos) 76 

Asklepieion (Epidauros) 
160 

Asklepieion (Korinth) 68 

Asklepieion (Trikka) 61 
n. 12 

Asklepios 29, 32, 40-4, 
46-7, 55-8, 59 ns. 1-2, 
59-60 n. 3, 60 n. 6, 61 
n. 12, 61-2 n. 18, 62 ns. 
21-2, 24, 67-71, 80, 91-2, 
103, 111, 114 n. 13, 115 
n. 15, 118 ns. 42-3, 132, 


Index 


161, 164, 167 n.29, 174 
n. 107, 177 n. 147 

Asklepios-cult 55-8, 59 
n. 2, 60 ns. 4-5, 8, 62 ns. 
18, 20, 67, 69-70, 81, 174 
n. 118 

Astaphis 216-7, 221 

Astymeloisa 222, 232 
n. 23 

Astyphilos 103 

Athena 32, 45-6, 58, 176 
n. 136 

Athena Alea (Tegea) 133, 
135, 167-8 n. 31, 177 
n. 140 

Athena Hygieia 69 

Athena Nike 166 n. 16 

Athena Nikephoros 167 

Athena Parthenos 153 

Athena Pronaia (Dephi) 
161 

Athenaios 224, 228, 230, 
233 ns. 36-7 

Athenian Agora 29, 62 
n. 24, 79, 81, 85 n. 35, 
110, 125 

Athenian temple (Delos), 
see Temple of the 
Athenians (Delos) 

Athens 55-8, 59 ns. 1-2, 60 
ns. 4-6, 8, 61 ns. 11, 15, 18, 
62 n. 24, 67, 69, 79-81, 
115 n. 15, 116 n. 21, 125- 
6, 135-6, 144, 153, 155, 
159-60, 162, 207, 211 
n. 56 

Atrium Musicae de 
Madrid 195, 206-8, 210 
n. 53 

Attalos I 145 

Attalos III 145 

authority, musical 204, 
208 


Avesta 225 

Azara types 149 

Basilica A (Phillipoi) 146 

basket/s 29, 31, 33-4, 36 
ns. 6-7, 37 n. 17, 38 n. 24, 
52n.22 

belief/s 14-5, 19, 20-1, 24 
n. 39 

Bendis 40, 46, 62 n. 25, 
151 

Bendis relief 151 

Boedromion 67-8, 91, 113 
n.2 

bolt hole 96, 98-9, 102 

bomos (Bwuög) 51 n. 4, 
91-2, 115 n. 18 

bothros 70, 84 n. 24 

boundary stone 108, 111, 
117 ns. 24-5, 29 

bouzouki-music 207 

Buddhism 15, 19 

Byzantine era 198-9, 201 

Chaironeia, battle of 126, 
129-30, 132-3, 138, 144, 
150, 153, 167 n. 29 

chi square 30-4, 36 n. 8, 
37 n. 13, 38 n. 19 

children 34-5, 41-51, 51 
ns. 1, 11, 219-21, 232 
n. 10 

choregic monuments 
(Thasos) 156-7, 169 
n. 52, 174 n. 107, 176 
n. 133 

chorus 215-24, 227, 229- 
30, 231 n. 7, 233 n. 33, 
234 ns. 46-8 

chorus-leader 216-8, 220- 
3,231 n.7 

Christian 13-4, 16, 21, 
199, 200 

Christianity 14-6, 21 

chromaticism 201 


chryselephantine 153-5, 
165 n. 8, 169 n. 53, 173 
n. 106 
chthonic character 111 
clamps, double-T 167 
n. 19 
clamps, dove-tail 167 
n. 19 
clamps, pi-sharped 131, 
166-7 n. 19 
clamps, T-clamps 95 
clamps, Z-shaped 166 
n. 19 
claw chisel 95, 131, 166 
n. 17 
cognition 15 
colonialist view 195-6 
cult 13-23, 24 ns. 35, 41, 
55-7, 59, 60 n. 4, 61 
n. 11, 112, 117 n. 35, 
146, 155, 162, 172 n. 79, 
175 n. 128, 195-6, 198-9, 
202-5, 210 n. 22, 215, 
220, 224, 227, 233 n. 31 
cult images 126, 152 
cult of Aphrodite 176 
n. 136 
cult of Bendis 62 n. 25 
cult of Theseus 62 n. 25 
cult practice 195, 200, 223 
cult statue 103, 125, 165 
n.8 
cultural comparisons 
198-99 
cultural essentialism 202 
cultural identity 195, 197, 
200, 208 
Damaina 219-21 
Damareta 216-18, 221 
Damotimidas 220 
Daochos Monument 
(Delphi) 143, 155-6, 
174 n. 107 


Index 


daphnephoric procession 
219, 221 

Dareios 138 

Delian League 56, 61 
n. 18 

Delos 57, 61 n. 18, 153, 
167 n. 19 

Delphi 61 n. 16, 136-8, 
143, 154-7, 160-1, 163, 
166 ns. 16-7, 19, 168 
n. 50, 176 n. 130, 177 ns. 
144, 150, 178 n. 154, 199 

Delphic hymn 196, 208 

Demeter 39, 43, 51 n. 12, 
67, 70, 114 n. 15, 144, 
171 n. 70, 174 n. 107 

Demetrios Poliorketes 
125-6, 178 n. 154 

Demos Acharnai 67, 70 

Demos 60 n. 4 

Dexion 59-60 n. 3, 84 n. 15 

Dillon, Matthew 56 

Diodoros 57, 132 

Dion Chrysostom 147, 
151, 172 n. 85 

Dionysion (Thasos) 156- 
7, 174 n. 107, 176 n. 133 

divine honors 125, 178 
n. 154 

Doric stoa (Athenian 
Asklepieion) 91, 108, 
111, 116 n. 7, 117 ns. 28, 
34, 37 

dowel hole 94-7, 100, 102 

drain 92, 97-8, 111, 116 
n.21 

Dromos 223 

Dymainai 222-3 

Dymanes 222-3, 233 n.31 

“dynastic” Monument 
(Delphi) 156-7, 176 
n. 133 
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east terrace, Akropolis 
91, 113 n. 3, 116 n. 21, 
118 n. 37 

Eirene and Ploutos, 
statue of 144, 147 

Eleusinion (Athens) 60 
n. 4, 67, 75, 115 n. 15 

emic 15 

Ephesos 125, 145 

Ephoros 226 

Epidauria, festival 67-8, 
115 n. 15 

Epidauros 55-8, 60 ns. 4-5, 
8, 61 n. 11, 67, 75, 111, 
132, 160-1, 167 n. 29 

epiphanies 160 

Eponymous Heroes 125, 
165n.4 

Erechteion 78, 83, 85 ns. 
43-4, 133, 135 

Eresians of Lesbos 146 

ethnomusicology 195, 
197, 199, 202, 208 

etic 15, 21 

Euphemos 103 

eurocentrism 202 

Eurydike 126, 140, 143-5, 
151, 153, 165 n. 7, 169 
n. 57, 170 n. 63, 171 ns. 
66, 69 

Eurypontids 220, 223 

family 34-5, 37 ns. 18-9, 38 
n. 23, 126, 128-9, 136, 
138, 151, 154, 158, 162- 
3, 168 n. 40, 170 n. 63, 
217-8, 220-1, 223 

"furrowed work" 105 

gender 15 

Granikos, battle of 125, 
138 

"Greek Renaissance" 199 

Greekness 208 
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Gymnopaidiai 224, 233 
ns. 37-8 

Hadrian’s Villa (Tivoli) 
158 

Hagesichora 215-8, 220- 
3, 231 n. 6, 232 n. 13 

Hagesidamos 223 

Halikarnassos 135-6, 150, 
162, 168 n. 38, 170 n. 63, 
175 n. 124 

Hekatomnids 135 

Hellenistic 13 

Hellenstic portraiture 
128 

Hephaisteion 132 

Hephaisteion (Athenian 
temple) 85 n. 35, 100, 
114 n. 10, 166 n. 16, 167 
n. 19 

Herakles 37 n. 17, 57, 115 


n. 15, 137-8, 145, 176 ns. 


131, 139, 223, 234 n. 44 
Herakles, Argive 137-8 
hero cult 70, 118 n. 42, 

176 n. 181 
Heroa, festival 68, 70, 84 

n. 23 
Herodotos 226-7, 234 

n. 44 
heroón 129, 155, 175 

n. 128 
heroón at the west gate 

of Eretria 176 n. 131 
heroón of Helen and 

Menelaos (Therapne, 

Sparta) 176 n. 131 
heroón of Herakles 

(Dodone) 176 n. 131 
heroón of Pelops 

(Olympia) 176 n. 131 
heroón of Phrontis 

(Sunion) 176 n. 131 
Hesiod 217, 232 n. 9 
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hexameters 226-7, 234 
n. 43 

Hinduism 15 

Hippokrates 61 n. 16 

historical imagination 
202, 208-9 

historical narrative 207 

historicity 195, 202, 205, 
208 

historiography 199, 202-3 

Homer 139, 217, 232 n. 9, 
234 n. 43 

Homeric hymns 227 

hópoc «pévec 108, 117 ns. 
25, 29 

hydraulos 208, 211 n. 59 

Hygieia 41-3, 76, 103 

Hylleis 223, 233 n.31 

Hyllos 223 

Hymettian marble 93 

Hysiai, battle at 224 

iamata 60 n. 5, 62 ns. 21, 24 

Iamos 153 

Ianthemis 216-7, 221 

iconography 29, 36 n. 2, 
59 n. 3, 62 n. 25, 125, 
128-9, 144, 170 n. 63, 
172 n. 76 

Idrieus 135, 168 n. 34 

ikplov, see wooden 
post/s 

initiation 16, 224 

interdisciplinary study 
208 

Ionian Stoa 
(Kataywyıov) 67, 83 
n.4 

Ionic frieze, of the 
Philippeion 136 

Islam 15, 198 

Isokrates 137-8, 168 n. 44 

Judaism 15 

Kallias 103 


Kallithea Monument 143, 
143 n. 61 

kanoun 29, 31, 40-2, 44-6, 
48-9 

Karian Zeus 135 

Karias 103 

kataroun 92, 111 

Kephisodotos the Elder 
144, 147 

Kerykes 67, 75, 103, 
114-5 ns. 14-5 

kiste/kistai 31-5, 36 ns. 7-8, 
37 ns. 11, 17, 38 ns. 20-6, 
39, 41-2, 44-9, 202-3 

kithara 48, 203, 227 

Kleesisera 216-7 

Kleokritos 74, 100, 103 

Kleomenes III 230 

Kleopatra 130, 165 n.7 

Klesimbrota 221 

Knidian Aphrodite 156, 
158, 176 ns. 135, 139 

Knidian tholos, see tholos 
(Knidos) 

kolpos 144 

Konon 136, 168 n. 40 

Korinth 68, 75, 138 

Kos 61 n. 13, 62 n. 21, 75-6, 
233 n. 31 

Lampsakos 75 

Leochares 126, 128-9, 
130-1, 134, 136-7, 139- 
44, 146, 148-52, 154-6, 
158, 160-4, 165 n. 8, 167 
n. 29, 168 ns. 38, 40, 44, 
51, 169 ns. 53, 58, 170 
n. 63, 175 n. 124 

Leotychidas 219 

Lexicon of Greek Personal 
Names 217 

limestone 92-3, 132, 153 

Livy 57 


Lysikrates Monument 
(Athens) 158-63 
Lysippos 148, 161, 176 
n. 139, 177-8 n. 152 
Machaon 61 n. 12, 62 n. 24 
Mallos 138 
Maussolleion 
(Halikarnassos) 135-6, 
150, 170 n. 63, 175 n. 124 
medical metaphor 57 
Messenian wars 225 
miasma 58, 62 n. 23 
Mimnermos 218, 232 
n. 15 
Mithridates VI 145 
module/s 109-10, 117 
n. 30 
Mounatios Themison 84 
n. 16 
Mount Athos 199-200 
music archaeology 196, 
209 n.7 
music, Byzantine 195, 
197-8, 201, 205 
music, Greek 162, 195, 
200, 202-8 
musical imagination 195 
musicalities 205 
musicology 196, 198, 208 
Myra 148 
myth 13-5, 20-1, 198-9, 
215 
myth-and-ritual-schools 
14 
Near Eastern 13-4, 16, 22, 
201 
Neisos gem 125 
Neolithic 17-8, 23 n. 22 
Nestor 139, 172 n. 85 
New Age 17 
Nymphs 32-3, 37 n. 16, 
39-40, 43, 51 n.2 
obe 222-3, 232 n. 26 
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Odyssey 227 

Old Norse 13-4, 16 

Olympia 125-7, 130, 132- 
3, 135-7, 139, 144, 151- 
2, 154-6, 163-4, 170 
n. 63, 173 n. 103, 176 ns. 
130-1 

Olympias 126, 143, 151, 
153, 169 n. 57, 170-1 
n. 63 

Olympic Games 
(ancient) 133 

Olympic Games 
(modern) 207-8, 210 
n. 56 

Onatas of Aigina 139 

“Oriental Other" 199, 
202 

“orientalism” 201-2 

paean/s 59-60 n. 3, 160-1, 
164, 177 ns. 146-7, 150, 
178 n. 154, 196, 224, 
226-8 

Pagondas 220 

Palaeolithic 18, 19 

Pamphyloi 233 n. 31 

Pan 39-40 

Pan Luterios 57 

Pan-Hellenic festival 133 

Pandaites 136, 168 n. 40 

Pankrates 44-5, 51, 51 
n. 10 

paraphernalia 16 

Parian marble 130-1, 166 
n. 15, 118 

Parian stone 130, 154, 
166 n. 15 

Parparonia 224, 233 n. 37 

partheneion 215, 217-23, 
225-7, 230, 231 n.3 

Parthenon 115 n. 15, 132, 
174 n. 118, 175 n. 124 

patra 222-3, 233 n. 29 
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Pausanias 57, 67, 126, 
128-9, 131-3, 136, 138, 
140, 152-4, 160-1, 165 
n. 7, 173-4 n. 106, 174 ns. 
111, 115, 117-8, 221, 223, 
232 n. 26 

Pausias 160 

Peace of Nikias 56, 61 n. 8 

IIeipaikóc axtitnc 93, 84 
n. 29 

Peleponnesian War 55-6, 
59, 61 n.8 

Pella 136, 138, 150, 168 
n. 48, 170 n. 63, 172 n. 72 

Pelops 151, 176 n. 131 

Pentelic marble 78, 144 

peplos 144, 171-2 n. 70 

performance 14, 17, 22, 
160-1, 196-8, 200, 204- 
6, 208, 215, 217-8, 222, 
225, 227-8, 230, 233 
n. 36, 234 n. 47 

peribolos 92, 103-11, 115 
n. 19, 116 ns. 21-2, 116-7 
n. 23, 117 ns. 29, 32, 34 

Perikles 58 

Peripatos 92, 104, 108 

ph(r)atria 222, 233 n. 29 

Philip II 126, 128-30, 132- 
3, 136-40, 143-8, 150-1, 
153-4, 158, 162-3, 165 
n. 7, 167 n. 29, 168 n. 50, 
170-1 n. 63, 171 n. 66, 
172 ns. 76, 79, 86, 173 
n. 103, 175 n. 124, 178 
n. 154 

Philippeion 125-36, 139, 
141-4, 147-56, 158-64, 
165 ns. 8, 10, 166 ns. 15, 
17, 19, 167 ns. 29, 31, 168 
n. 51, 169 ns. 53, 57, 
170-1 n. 63, 175 ns. 122, 
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124, 128, 177 n. 140, 178 
n. 154 
Philochoros 227-8 
Philylla 216-8, 221 
phyle 222-3, 232 n. 26 
Pindar 219-21, 226, 230, 
232 n. 22, 234 n. 44 
Pitane 222-3 
Pitanides 222 
plague 55-8, 59 n. 2, 60 
n. 6, 61 ns. 16-8, 62 ns. 
23-4 
Plato 197, 225, 233 n. 29 
Pliny 62, 157, 178 n. 152 
Plutarch 148, 222 
Podaleirios 61 n. 12, 62 
n. 24 
point chisel 93-5, 99 
polis 70, 80, 215, 217, 222 
Polydoros 219-20 
polygonal style/ 
technique 104, 108, 
111, 116 n. 23 
Polykleitos the Younger 
162, 177 n. 148 
pompe 68 
poros 100, 102, 116 n. 21 
poros, grey 93 
poros, yellow 93 
Praxiteles 154, 156, 158, 
162, 174 n. 119 
prayer/s 15-7, 21 
priest/s 16, 67-70, 75-6, 
78, 83 n. 4, 197, 221 
priesthood 114-5 n. 15 
prooimion 227, 233 n. 33 
Propylaia (Athens) 132 
propylon 67, 81, 106, 
108-9, 114 n. 14, 115 
n. 16, 116 n. 21, 167 n. 19 
pry hole/s 93, 95-8, 100 
Pseudo-Lukian 157 
Ptolemy 197 
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Ptolemy Soter 178 n. 154 

Ptolemy Philadelphos 
234 n. 50 

Pythagoras 197 

Pytheos of Priene 162 

Quintilian 197 

reconstructions, musical 
197, 200, 206-8, 210 
n. 55 

religious music 195, 
203-4 

Rigveda 225 

ritual/s 13-22, 24 ns. 35, 39, 
41, 29, 31, 112, 203-5, 
215, 222-3, 227, 229-30, 
233 n. 38 

ritual act 205 

ritual practice 13 

Rome 57-8, 62 ns. 19, 21, 
147 

ruler cult 172 n. 86 

sacred music 203 

sacred pit 92, 108-9, 111, 
116 n. 23, 117 ns. 28, 34 

sacred truces 56 

sacrifice 15-6, 21, 31, 35, 
37 n. 17, 38 n. 23, 234 
n. 43 

sacrificial scenes 29, 31 

sanctuary of Eukleia 
(Vergina) 144-6 

Sarapion Monument 59, 
84 n. 16 

Satyros of Paros 162 

Schwarzenberg head 
149-50, 173 n. 97 

Schwarzenberg types 149 

semi-circular Achaian 
dedication (Olympia) 
136-9, 156 

Skepsis in the Troad 125 

Skopas 135, 162, 176 
n. 139 


sociology 17 

sociologists 13 

Sophokles 59-60 n. 3, 69, 
84 ns. 15-6 

Sosibios 224, 228-30, 233 
n. 37, 234 n. 50 

sound 195-7, 199-201, 
203-8 

Sparta 171 n. 70, 176 
n. 131,215, 218, 222, 
224-5, 227-30, 233 ns. 
29-30, 36 

Spartan/s 62 n. 25, 217-9, 
224, 227-8, 230, 233 
n. 36 

Spartan agoge 230 

Spartan villages 222 

speech-act-theory 14 

spiritual 14, 19, 22, 198, 
200, 204 

Stanford type 148-9, 151 

statistics/statistical 29-35, 
36 ns. 3, 8, 37 n. 12 

Stesichoros 217, 234 n. 44 

Strabon 56, 61 ns. 12-3, 
226 

Sulla 78, 80, 85 n. 49 

Sylakis 216-8, 221 

syssition 227-8 

tainia 95 

T-clamps 95 

Teisandras 103 

Telemachos 60 n. 4, 67, 
78, 91, 103, 113 n. 2, 
115 n. 15 

Telemachos inscription 
67-70, 74, 78, 100, 103, 
108, 111, 114 ns. 11, 13, 
116 n. 21, 117 n. 29 

Telemachos Monument 
55, 59 n. 1, 60 n. 4, 67, 
69, 74, 76-8, 83 n. 7, 
100, 103, 114 ns. 11, 


13-4, 114-5 n. 15, 116 
n. 21 

temenos 75, 77, 125-6, 146, 
167 n. 19 

temple of Apollon 
(Bassai) 166 ns. 6, 19 

temple of Apollon 
(Delphi) 137, 167 n. 19, 
196 

temple of Apollon 
Patroos (Athens) 167 
n. 19 

temple of Artemis 
(Ephesos) 145 

temple of Asklepios 
(Athenian Akropolis, 
south slope) 67, 71, 78, 
91, 103, 110, 114 n. 14, 
115 n. 18, 116 n. 21, 117 
n. 28 

temple of Asklepios 
(Epidauros) 132, 167 
n. 29 

temple of Asklepios 
(Korinth) 68, 75 

temple of Athena Alea 
(Tegea) 133, 135, 167 
n. 31, 177 n. 140 

temple of Athena Aphaia 
166 n. 19 

temple of Athena Nike 
166 n. 16 
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Nikephoros 
(Pergamon) 167 n. 19 

temple of Athena 
Pronaia (Delphi) 161 

temple of Hera 
(Olympia) 126 

temple of the Athenians 
(Delos) 153, 167 n. 19, 
169 n. 58 


Index 
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(Athenian Akropolis, 
south slope) 108, 116 
n. 21, 117 n.25 
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(Olympia) 151-2 
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68 

temple of Zeus Ammon 
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167 n. 19 

The Time Machine 196 

Theatre of Dionysos 
(Athens) 67, 82, 92, 
104, 108-9, 111-2 

theatre, Greek 139, 158, 
160, 162 

Thebes 126, 221 

Theokritos 221, 223 

Theophanes 70 

Thespiai 147 

Thessaly 56, 60 n. 5, 61 
n. 12, 62 n. 21 

thiasos 222, 227, 233 n. 30 

tholos 126, 128-9, 133, 
136, 155, 158, 160-3, 
178 n. 152 

tholos (Delphi) 161, 163, 
177 n. 149 

tholos (Epidauros), see 
thymele 

tholos (Knidos) 156-8, 
161-3, 176 n. 136, 177 
n. 140 

Thukydides 55-8, 60 n. 6, 
61 n. 18 

thunderbolt 13, 125-6, 
233 n. 37 

thymele 111, 160-1, 167 
n. 19, 177 n. 148 

Thyrea, battle at 224, 233 
ns. 36, 38 
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Timaios 234 n. 50 

Timasimbrota 219, 221 

Timotheos 136, 168 n. 40 

Titane 75 

Trikka 56, 61 n. 12, 62 
n. 21 

^tune in" 206 

Tymasimbrota 219 

Tyrtaios 225, 227-8, 233 
n. 40 

Verdi, Giuseppe 196, 200 

Vergina 140, 144 

Vergina Eurydike 140, 
144-6, 172 n. 72, 177 
n. 107 

Wells, H.G. 196 

“Western Cultural Self” 
200 

wooden post/s (ik piov) 
94-6, 98-100, 102, 153 

“World Music” 206 

worship 15-8, 21-2, 200, 
203 

worshipper/s 22, 29, 
31-5, 38 n. 23, 39-51, 51 
ns. 1-2, 6-7, 52 ns. 16-7, 
19, 21, 197, 204 

Xenon 67 

Zeus 13, 29, 32, 39-40, 
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Zeus Meilichios 32 

Zeus Philios 32 

Zeus Philippios 146 


Contributors 


Lisbeth Bredholt Christensen 
Department of the Study of Religion 
Faculty of Theology 

University of Aarhus 

Taasingegade 3 

8000 Aarhus C, Denmark 

E-mail: lbceteo.au.dk 


Richard Hamilton 

Department of Greek, Latin and Clas- 
sical Studies 

Bryn Mawr College 

101 North Merion Avenue 

Bryn Mawr, PA 19010, USA 

E-mail: rhamilto@brynmawr.edu 


George Hinge 

Institute of Language, Literature and 
Culture 

University of Aarhus, 

Jens Chr. Skous Vej 5 

8000 Aarhus C, Denmark 

E-mail: george.hinge@hum.au.dk 


Jesper Tae Jensen 

Lillegrund 2, 3rd left 

2300 Copenhagen S, Denmark 
E-mail: klajj@hum.au.dk 


Michael Lefantzis 

Greek Ministry of Culture 
Committee for the Conservation and 
Restoration of the Odeion of Herodes 
Attikos and the Stoa of Eumenes at 
the South Slope of the Akropolis 

18 Vironos, 10558 Athens, Greece 
E-mail: mlefan@panafonet.gr 


Tore Albert Tvarne Lind 
Department of Arts — and Cultural 
Studies, Musicology 

University of Copenhagen 
Klerkegade 2 

1308 Copenhagen K, Denmark 
E-mail: ttlind@hum.ku.dk 


Vanda Papaefthymiou 

Greek Ministry of Culture 

1* Ephoreia of Prehistoric and Clas- 
sical Antiquities 

2-4 Makrygianni 

11742 Athens, Greece 

E-mail: vada@otenet.gr 


Peter Schultz 

Department of Art 
Concordia College 

901 S. 8th St. 

Moorhead, MN 56562, USA 
E-mail: schultz@cord.edu 


Bronwen Lara Wickkiser 

Bronwen L. Wickkiser 

Department of Classical Studies 
Vanderbilt University 

VU Station B, 351740 

2301 Vanderbilt Place 

Nashville, TN 37235-1740, USA 
E-mail: bronwen.wickkiser@vander- 
bilt.edu 


